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FOREWORD 


The women's movement of the last century showed the courage, 
organising abilities and potentialities of women when roused for a 
cause they believed in. But it could not satisfy the aspirations of 
the best of those who took part in it, partly because there was not 
behind it the deep understanding of the whole process to which 
the teachings of Marx and Engels alone gave the clue. 

It is only by studying what they have written and what their 
successors, Lenin and Stalin, have further contributed that we 
shall sec the ‘^women’s question” in the right perspective. Here 
in this volume arc brought together what the founders of scientific 
socialism have written about the position of women. Here, too, 
is what Lenin and Stalin said or wrote before and after the Russian 
Revolution, when Marxist principles were being applied to enable 
the obsuiclcs to building socialism to be overcome. 

Once again at this year's Trade Union Congress, a resolution 
demanding equal pay for equal work was passed. It was passed 
against the opposition of the General Council and of a Labour 
Government which, after six years in office, has made no effort 
to carry this old demand of the LalK)ur Movement into effect. 
But the fact that it is necessary now to make this demand after 
two world wars and the fight of women themselves for emancipa¬ 
tion, shows how far behind we are in achieving even the most 
elementary things needed before woman can grow to her full 
stature. 

What we have to understand and absorb so that it becomes part 
of all our work and our thinking—^and this applies as much, 
perhaps even more, to men as to women—is that the eman¬ 
cipation of the working class is imposvsible without the full parti¬ 
cipation of women. 

Stalin says, “Not a single great movement of the oppressed in 
the history of mankind has been able to do without the participa¬ 
tion of working women”. And on the other side we have also to 
understand that there will be no true emancipation of women 
without victory of the working class and the coming of socialism. 
It should never be forgotten that half the population of this country 
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are women, most of them either with the double job of going out 
to work at low wages and managing a home, or tied within the 
four walls of the home. 

1 would like to say to the men readers of this book : think of 
the capacities and abilities which lie unappreciated and arc denied 
expression among these women. It is not merely during years of 
economic depression and wars that women have shown their 
ability and courage, but in their everyday life they show a capacity 
for hard work, for organisation and for tackling and solving prob¬ 
lems which we do not in the least appreciate or grasp. 

If, we, in the working-class movement, understand the tremen¬ 
dous force latent in the masses of women, and can see these reserves 
in the fight for the emancipation of the whole working class—and 
not only reserves, but active participants in the fight—we shall be 
on the way to solve the problem of “work among women’*. 

And if the women themselves can see that the fight of the work¬ 
ing class and its victory, is the path to their own freedom, then we 
shall be able to weld together an invincible army for the overthrow 
of capitalism. 

This book is a weapon in thi*; fight. It is not a bcK)k to be taken 
up and read at one sitting, but one to be studied from time to time, 
beginning with whatever section appeals to the reader at a given 
moment. Perhaps in order to appreciate fully some things said 
by Lenin or Stalin, it is necessary to read what Marx said about 
women under capitalism, or to read what Engels said in The 
Origin of the Family and both of them in the Communist Mani- 
festo, to get clear the changes in society which have taken place, 
and the changes in the position of women which have accom¬ 
panied them, as mankind has moved on from savagery through 
barbarism to the class society which we call civilisation, and on to 
the classless society of socialism. 

Such a study will help every one of us to win new allies in the 
fight for peace, national independence and the advance to socialism. 

HARRY POLLITT, 

October 3, 1950. 
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Part One 


THE ENSLAVEMENT OE WOMEN 

INTRODUCTION 

The alleged “inferiority” of women and their subjugation to men is 
not a “natural” state of affairs. On the contrary, in early society 
women were men’s equals and occupied a leading jX)sition in the house¬ 
hold and in society. 

Tha stages of the process whereby women lost their original equality 
and independence and were forced into a position of dependence and 
inequality were studied by Engels in his great work, The Origin of 
the Family, Private Property and the State, 

He showed that at the basis lay changes in the mode of production. 
Under primitive agriculture women, who looked after the gardens 
while the men went hunting, played as important a part in social pro¬ 
duction as men. But when animal husbandry was introduced the man, 
who became the owner of flocks and herds, began to play the dominant 
role, while woman became his dependent, his housekeeper and slave. 

Making use of the discoveries of the great American anthropologist 
Lewis Morgan (whose Ancient Society was published in 1877), Engels 
showed how social relations and the family had evolved. 

The monogamous family, as we know it today, with descent through 
the male line, is no eternal and “natural” unit of human association, 
but is the product of social conditions, with its basis in private property 
and the subjugation of women. 

The primitive form of social organisation was the gens, each tribe, 
as Morgan was the first to discover, being composed of a number of 
gentes. People descended from the same mother belonged to the same 
gens, the child belonging to his mother’s gens and not to his father’s. 
In the most primitive stage of society “group marriage” existed; but 
later this gave place to what Engels called “pairing marriage”, in which 
a single husband had a single wife and vice versa. Descent, however, 
still continued to be reckoned through the female and not the male 
line—matriarchy, or “mother right”. 
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WOMEN AND COMMUNISM 

This “gentile” society was disrupted by the development of private 
property, which as we have seen, became the property of the man. 
The father wished his sons to inherit his property. As a result, “mother 
right” gave way to “father right”. 

This, said Engels, “was the world historical defeat of the female 
sex. The man took command in the home also; the woman was 
degraded and reduced to servitude . . . the first class oppression coin¬ 
cides with that of the female sex by the male”. 

In showing how from this “defeat of tlie female sex” the mono* 
gamous family developed, in which was embodied the subjugation of 
one sex by the other, Engels at the same time shows how in the struggle 
for socialism and in the building of socialism the unequal relations 
between women and men must in turn give place to a new equality. 


I. MEN. WOMEN AND DIVISION OF LABOUR 

History teaches us that the class or social group which plays the 
principal role in social production and performs the main functions 
in production must, in the course of time, inevitably take control 
of that production. There was a time, under the matriarchate, 
when women were regarded as the controllers of production. Why 
was this? Because under the kind of production then prevailing, 
primitive agriculture, women played tlie principal role in produc¬ 
tion, they performed the main functions, while the men roamed the 
forests in quest of game. Then came the time, under the 
patriarchate, when the predominant position in production passed 
to men. Why did this change take place? Because under the kind 
of production prevailing at that time, stock-breeding, in which the 
principal instruments of production were the spear, the lasso and 
the bow and arrow, the principal role was played by men. 

(Stalin, Anarchism or Socialism?) 

* ♦ # 

The increase of production in all branchcs-<atde-raising, agri¬ 
culture, domestic handicrafts—^gave human labour-power the 
capacity to produce a larger product than was necessary for its 
maintenance. At the same time it increased the daily amount 
of work to be done by each member of the gens, household com¬ 
munity or single family. It was now desirable to bring in new 
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THE ENSLAVEMENT OF WOMEN 

labour forces. War provided them; prisoners of war were turned 
into slaves. With its increase of the productivity of labour, and 
therefore of wealth, and its extension of the field of production, 
the first great social division of labour was bound, in the general 
historical conditions prevailing, to bring slavery in its train. From 
the first great social division of labour arose the first great cleavage 
of society into two classes: masters and slaves, exploiters and 
exploited. 

As to how and when the herds passed out of the common posr 
session of the tribe or the gens into the ownership of individual 
heads of families, we know nothing at present. But in the main 
it must have occurred during this stage. With the herds and the 
other new riches, a revolution came over the family. To procure 
the necessities of life had always been the business of the man; 
he produced and owned the means of doing so. The herds were 
the new means of producing these necessities, the taming of the 
animals in the first instance and their later tending were the man's 
work. To him, therefore, belonged the cattle, and to him the 
commodities and the slaves received in exchange for cattle. All 
the surplus which the acquisition of the necessities of life now 
yielded fell to the man; the woman shared in its enjoyment, but 
had no part in its ownership. 

The “savage” warrior and hunter had been content to take second 
place in the house, after the woman; the “gentler” shepherd, in 
the arrogance of his wealth, pushed himself forward into the first 
place and the woman down into the second. And she could not 
complain. The division of labour within the family had regulated 
the division of property between the man and the woman; that 
division of labour had remained the same; and yet it now turned 
the previous domestic relation upside down, simply because the 
division of labour outside the family had changed. The same cause 
which had ensured to the woman her previous supremacy in the 
house—that her activity w^s confined to domestic labour—this 
same cause now ensured the man's supremacy in the house: the 
domestic labour of the woman no longer counted beside the 
acquisition of the necessities of life by the man; the latter was 
everything, the former an unimportant extra. 

We can already sec from this that to emancipate woman and 
make her the equal of the man is and remains an impossibility so 
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long as the woman is shut out from social productive labour and 
restricted to private domestic labour. The emancipation of woman 
will only be possible when woman can take part in production on 
a large, social scale, and domestic work no longer claims anything 
but an insignificant amount of her time. And only now has that 
become possible through modern large-scale industry, which docs 
not merely permit of the employment of female labour over a wide 
range, but positively demands it, while it also tends towards ending 
private domestic labour by changing it more and more into a public 
industry. 

The man now being actually supreme in the house, the last 
barrier to his absolute supremacy had fallen. This autocracy was 
confirmed and perpetuated by the overthrow of mother-right, the 
introduction of father-right, and the gradual transition of the pair¬ 
ing marriage into monogamy. 

(Engels, Origin of the Family, Ch. IX.) 

2 . THE PAIRING FAMILY 

The history of the family in primitive times consists in the pro¬ 
gressive narrowing of the circle, originally embracing the whole 
tribe, within which the two sexes have a common conjugal relation. 
The continuous exclusion first of nearer then of more and more 
remote relatives, and at last even of relatives by marriage, ends 
by making any kind of group marriage practically impossible; 
finally, there remains only the single, still loosely linked pair, the 
molecule with whose dissolution marriage itself ceases. 

This in itself shows what a small part individual sex-love, in the 
modern sense of the word, played in the rise of monogamy. Yet 
stronger proof is afforded by the practice of all peoples at this stage 
of development. Whereas in the earlier forms of the family men 
never lacked women, but, on the contrary, had too many rather 
than too few, women had now become scarce and highly sought 
after. Hence it is with the pairing marriage that there begins the 
capture and purchase of women—widespread symptoms, but no 
more than symptoms, of the much deeper change that had occurred; 
these symptoms, mere methods of procuring wives, the pedantic 
Scot, McLennan, has transmogrified into special classes of families 
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7’ H E ENSLAVEMENT OF WOMEN 

under the names of “marriage by capture” and “marriage by 
purchase”. 

In general, whether among the American Indians or other 
peoples (at the same stage), the conclusion of a marriage Ls the 
affair, not of the two parties concerned, who are often not con¬ 
sulted at all, but of their mothers. Two persons entirely unknown 
to each other arc often thus affianced; they only learn that the 
bargain has been struck when the time for marrying approaches. 
Before the wedding the bridegroom gives presents to the bride’s 
gentile relatives (to those on the mother’s side, therefore, not to the 
father and his relations), which are regarded as gift payments in 
return for the girl. The marriage is still terminable at the desire 
of either partner, but among many tribes, the Iroquois, for example, 
public opinion has gradually developed against such separations; 
when differences arise between husband and wife, the gens relatives 
of both partners act as mediators, and only if these efforts prove 
fruitless docs a separation take place, the wife then keeping the 
children and each partner being free to marry again. 

The pairing family, itself too weak and unstable to make an 
independent household necessary or even desirable, in no wise 
destroys the communistic household inherited from earlier times. 
Communistic housekeeping, however, means the supremacy of 
women in the house; just as the exclusive recognition of the female 
parent, owing to the impossibility of recognising the male parent 
with certainty, means that the women, i.e. the mothers, arc held 
in high respect. 

SUPREMACY OF WOMEN 

One of the most absurd notions taken over from eighteenth- 
century enlightenment is that in the beginning of society woman 
was the slave of man. Among all savages and all barbarians of 
the lower and middle stages, and to a certain extent of the upper 
stage also, the position of women is not only free, but honouraWc. 
As to what it still is in the pairing marriage, let us hear the 
evidence of Ashur Wright, for many years missionary among the 
Iroquois Senecas: 

“As to their family system, when occupying the old long- 
houses [communistic households comprising several families], it 
is probable that some one clan [gens] predominated, the women 
taking in husbands, however, from the other clans [gentes]. . . . 
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WOMEN AND COMMUNISM 

Usually, the female portion ruled the house. . . . The stores 
were in common; but woe to the luckless husband or lover who 
was too shiftless to do his share of the providing. No matter 
how many children, or whatever goods he might have in the 
house, he might at any time be ordered to pick up his blanket 
and budge; and after such orders it would not be healthful for 
him to attempt to disobey. The house would be too hot for 
him; and ... he must retreat to his own clan [gens]; or, as 
was often done, go and start a new matrimonial alliance in some 
other. The women were the great power among the clans 
[gentesj, as everywhere else. They did not hesitate, when 
occasion required, ‘to knock off the horns,’ as it was technically 
called, from the head of a chief, and send him back to the ranks 
of the warriors.” 

The communistic household, in which most or all of the women 
belong to one and the same gens, while the men come from various 
gentes, is the material foundation of that supremacy of the women 
which was general in primitive times. The reports of travellers and 
missionaries, I may add, to the effect that women among savages 
and barbarians arc over-burdened with work, in no way contradict 
what has been said. The division of labour between the two sexes 
is determined by quite other causes than by the position of woman 
in society. Among peoples where the women have to work far 
harder than we think suitable, there is often much more real 
respect for women than among our Europeans. The lady of 
civilisation, surrounded by false homage and estranged from all 
real work, has an infinitely lower social position than the hard¬ 
working woman of barbarism, who was regarded among her people 
as a real lady (lady, frou/a, Frau —^mistress) and who was also a 
lady in character. 


(Engels, Origin of the Family, Ch. II.) 


3. THE END OF '^MOTHER-RIGHT' 

Up to the lower stage of barbarism, permanent wealth had con¬ 
sisted almost solely of house, clothing, crude ornaments and the 
tools for obtaining and preparing food—^boat, weapons and 
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THE ENSLAVEMENT OF WOMEN 

domestic utensils of the simplest kind. Food had to be won afresh 
day by day. Now, with their herds of horses, camels, asses, cattle, 
sheep, goats and pigs, the advancing pastoral peoples—the Semites 
on the Euphrates and the Tigris, and the Aryans in the Indian 
country of the Five Streams (Punjab), in the Ganges region, and in 
the steppes, then much more abundantly watered, of the Oxus and 
the Jaxartes—had acquired property which only needed supervision 
and the rudest care to reproduce itself in steadily increasing 
quantities and to supply the most abundant food in the form of 
milk and meat. All former means of procuring food now receded 
into the background; hunting, formerly a necessity, now became a 

But to whom did this new wealth belong? Originally to the 
gens, without a doubt. Private property in herds must have already 
started at an early period, however. It is difficult to say whether 
the author of the so-callcd first book of Moses regarded the 
patriarch Abraham as the owner of his herds in his own right as 
head of a family community or by right of his position as actual 
hereditary head of a gens. What is certain is that we must not 
think of him as a property owner in the modern sense of the word. 
And it is also certain that at the threshold of authentic history we 
already find the herds everywhere separately owned by heads of 
families, as are also the artistic products of barbarism, metal imple¬ 
ments, luxury articles and, finally, the human cattle—the slaves. 

For now slavery had also been invented. To the barbarian of 
the lower stage, a slave was valueless. Hence the treatment of 
defeated enemies by the American Indians was quite different from 
that at a higher stage. The men were killed or adopted as brothers 
into the tribe of the victors; the women were taken as wives or 
otherwise adopted with their surviving children. At this stage 
human labour-power still does not produce any considerable surplus 
over and above its maintenance costs. That was no longer the case 
after the introduction of cattle-breeding, metal-working, weaving 
and, lastly, agriculture. Just as the wives whom it had formerly 
been so easy to obtain had now acquired an exchange value and 
were bought, so also with the forces of labour, particularly since 
the herds had definitely become family possessions. The family 
did not multiply so rapidly as the cattle. More people were needed 
to look after them; for this purpose use could be made of the 
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enemies captured in war, who could also be bred just as easily as 
the catde themselves. 

LAW OF INHERITANCE 

Once it had passed into the private possession of families and 
there rapidly begun to augment, this wealth dealt a severe blow to 
the society founded on pairing marriage and the matriarchal gens. 
Pairing marriage had brought a new element into the family. By 
the side of the natural mother of the child it placed its natural and 
attested father, with a better warrant of paternity, probably, than 
that of many a “father” today. According to the division of labour 
within the family at that time, it was the man’s part to obtain food 
and the instruments of labour necessary for the purpose; he there¬ 
fore also owned the instruments of labour, and in the event of 
husband and wife separating, he took them with him, just as she 
retained her household gear. Therefore, according to the social 
custom of the time, the man was also the owner of the new source 
of subsistence, the cattle, and later of the new instruments of 
labour, the slaves. But according to the custom of the same society, 
his children could not inherit from him. For as regards in¬ 
heritance, the position was as follows. 

At first, according to mother-right—so long, therefore, as descent 
was reckoned only in the female line—and according to the original 
custom of inheritance within the gens, the gentile relatives inherited 
from a deceased fellow member of their gens. His property had 
to remain within the gens. His effects being insignificant, they 
probably always passed in practice to his nearest gentile relations 
—that is, to his blood relations on the mother’s side. The children 
ot the dead man, however, did not belong to his gens, but to that 
of their mother; it was from her that they inherited, at first con¬ 
jointly with her other blo(id-relations, later perhaps with rights of 
priority; they could not inherit from their father, because they did 
not belong to his gens, within which his property had to remain. 
When the owner of the herds died, therefore, his herds would go 
first to his brothers and sisters and to his sisters’ children, or to 
the issue of his mother s sisters. But his own children were dis¬ 
inherited. 

Thus, on the one hand, in proportion as wealth increajjcd, it 
made the man’s position in the family more important than the 
woman’s, and on the other hand created an impulse to exploit this 
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Strengthened position in order to overthrow in f«ivour of his 
children the traditional order of inheritance. This, however, was 
impossible so long as descent was reckoned according to mother- 
right. Mother-right, therefore, had to be overthrown, and over¬ 
thrown it was. 


DEFEAT OF THE FEMALE SEX 

This was by no means so difficult as it looks to us today. For 
this revolution—one of the most decisive ever experienced by 
humanity—could take place without disturbing a single one of the 
living members of a gens. All could remain as they were. A 
simple decree sufficed that in future the offspring of the male 
members should remain within the gens, but that of the female 
should be excluded by being transferred to the gens of their father. 
The reckoning of descent in the female line and the matriarchal 
inheritance were thereby overthrown, and the male line of descent 
and the paternal law of inheritance were substituted for them. 

As to how and when this revolution took place among civilised 
peoples, we have no knowledge. It falls entirely within* prehistoric 
times. But that it did take place is more than sufficiently proved 
by the abundant traces of mother-right which have been collected, 
particularly by Bachofen. How easily it is accomplished can be 
seen in a whole series of American Indian tribes, where it has only 
recently taken place and is still taking place under the influence, 
pardy of increasing wealth and a changed mode of life (trans¬ 
ference from forest to prairie), and partly of the moral pressure 
of civilisation and missionaries. Of eight Missouri tribes six 
observe the mala line of descent and inheritance, two still observe 
the female. Among the Shawnees, Miamies and Delawares the 
custom has grown up of giving the children a gentile name of their 
father’s gens in order to transfer them into it, thus enabling them 
to inherit from him. 

“Man’s innate casuistry! To change things by changing their 
names! And to find loopholes for violating tradition whilst 
maintaining tradition, when direct interest supplied sufficient 
impulse” (Marx). 

The result was hopeless confusion, which could only be remedied 
and to a certain extent was remedied by the transition to fathcr- 
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right. “In general, this seems to be the most natural transition” 
(Marx). 

The overthrow of mother-right was the world historical defeat of 
the female sex. The man took command in the home also; the 
woman was degraded and reduced to servitude, she became the 
slave of his lust and a mere instrument for the production of 
children. This degraded position of the woman, especially con¬ 
spicuous among the Greeks of the heroic and still more of the 
classical age, has gradually been palliated and glozed over, and 
sometimes clothed in a milder form; in no sense has it been 
abolished. 

(Engels, Origin of the Family, Ch. II.) 

4. THE MONOGAMOUS FAMILY 

It develops out of the pairing family,! as previously shown, in the 
transitional period between the upper and middle stages of 
barbarism; its decisive victory is one of the signs that civilisation is 
beginning. It is based on the supremacy of the man, the express 
purpose being to produce children of undisputed paternity; such 
paternity is demanded because these children are later to come into 
their father’s property as the heirs of his body. It is distinguished 
from pairing marriage by the much greater strength of the marriage 
tie, which can no longer be dissolved at cither partner’s wish. As a 
rule, it is now only the man who can dissolve it, and put away his 
wife. The right of conjugal infidelity also remains secured to 
him, at any rate by custom (the Code NapoUon explicitly accords 
it to the husband as long as he does not bring his concubine into 
the house), and as social life develops he exercises his right more 
and more; should the wife recall the old form of sexual life and 
attempt to revive it, she is punished more severely than ever. 

WIVES AND SLAVES 

We meet this new form of the family in all its severity among 
the Greeks. While the position of the goddesses in their mytho¬ 
logy, as Marx points out, brings before us an earlier period when 
the position of women was freer and more respected, in the heroic 
age we find the woman already being humiliated by the domina¬ 
tion of the man and by competition from girl slaves. Note how 
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Tclcmachus in the Odyssey silences his mother.^ In Homer young 
women arc booty and arc handed over to the pleasure of the con¬ 
querors, the handsomest being picked by the commanders in order 
of rank; the entire Iliad, it will be remembered, turns on the 
quarrel of Achilles and Agamemnon over one of these slaves. If 
a hero is of any importance, Homer also mentions the captive girl 
with whom he shares his tent and his bed. These girls were also 
taken back to Greece and brought under the same roof as tlic wife, 
as Cassandra was brought by Agamemnon in Aeschylus; the sons 
begotten on them received a small share of the paternal inheritance 
and had the full status of freemen. Tcuccr, for instance, is a 
natural son of Telamon by one of these slaves and has the right 
to use his father’s name. 

The legitimate wife was expected to put up with all this, but 
herself to remain strictly chaste and faithful. In the heroic age a 
Greek woman is, indeed, more respected than in the period of 
civilisation, but to her husband she is after all nothing but the 
mother of his legitimate children and heirs, his chief housekeeper 
and the supervisor of his female slaves, whom he can and docs 
take as concubines if he so fancies. It is the existence of slavery 
side by side with monogamy, the presence of young, beautiful 
slaves belonging unreservedly to the man, that stamps monogamy 
from the very beginning with its specific character of monogamy 
for the woman only, but not for the man. And that is the character 
it still has today. 

Coming to the later Greeks, we must distinguish between 
Dorians and lonians. Among the former—Sparta is the classic 
example—marriage relations are in some ways still more archaic 
than even in Homer. The recognised form of marriage in Sparta 
was a pairing marriage, modified according to the Spartan concep¬ 
tions of the state, in which there still survived reminiscences of 
group marriage. Childless marriages were dissolved; King 
Anaxandridas (about 650 b.c.), whose first wife was childless, took 
a second and kept two households; about the same time, King 
Ariston, who had two unfruitful wives, took a third, but dismissed 
one of the other two. On the other hand, several brothers could 

1 The reference is to a passage where Telcmachus, son of Odyssais and 
Penelope, tells his mother to get on with her weaving and leave the men to mind 
their own business {Odyssey, Bk. 21, II, 350 ff). 
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have a wife in common; a friend who preferred his friend’s wife 
could share her with him; and it was considered quite proper to 
place one’s wife at the disposal of a sturdy “stallion,” as Bismarck 
would say, even if he was not a citizen. A passage in Plutarch, 
where a Spartan woman refers an importunate wooer to her hus¬ 
band, seems to indicate, according to Schomann, even greater free¬ 
dom. Real adultery, secret infidelity by the woman without the 
husband’s knowledge, was therefore unheard of. On the other 
hand, domestic slavery was unknown in Sparta, at least during its 
best period; the unfree helots were segregated on the estates and 
the Spartiates were therefore less tempted to take the helot’s wives. 
Inevitably in these conditions women held a much more honoured 
position in Sparta than anywhere else in Greece. The Spartan 
women and the elite of the Athenian hetairai are the only Greek 
women of whom the ancients speak with respect and whose words 
they thought it worth while to record. 

LOCKED DOORS 

The position is quite different among the lonians; here Athens 
is typical. Girls only learned spinning, weaving and sewing, and 
at most a little reading and writing. They lived more or less 
behind locked doors and had no company except other women. 
The women’s apartments formed a separate part of the house, on 
the upper floor or at the back, where men, especially strangers, 
could not easily enter, and to which the women retired when men 
visited the house. They never went out without being accompanied 
by a female slave; indoors they were kept under regulaf guard. 
Aristophanes speaks of Molosian dogs kept to frighten away 
adulterers, and, at any rate in the Asiatic towns, eunuchs were 
employed to keep watch over the women—making and exporting 
eunuchs was an indusuy in Chios as early as Herodotus’ time, and, 
according to Wachsmuth, it was not only the barbarians who 
bought the supply. In Euripides a woman is called an oihpurcmu, 
a thing (the word is neuter) for looking after the house, and, apart 
from her business of bearing children, that was all she was for 
the Athenian—his chief female domestic servant. The man had 
his athletics and his public business, from which women were 
barred; in addition, he often had female slaves at his disposal 
and during the most flourishing days of Athens an extensive system 


20 



THE ENSLAVEMENT OF WOMEN 

of prostitution which the state at least favoured. It was precisely 
through this system of prostitution that the only CJreek women of 
personality were able to develop, and to acquire that intellectual 
and artistic culture by which they stand out as high above tlie 
general level of classical womanhood as die Spartiatc women by 
their C|ualities of character. But that a woman had to be a hetaira 
before she could be a woman is the worst condemnation of the 
Athenian family. 

This Athenian family became in time the accepted model for 
domestic relations, not only among the lonians, but to an increasing 
extent among all the Greeks of the mainland and colonies also. 
But in spite of locks and guards, Greek women found plenty of 
opportunity for deceiving their husbands. The men, who would have 
been ashamed to show any love for their wives, amused themselves 
by all sorts of affairs with hetairai\ but this degradation of the 
women was avenged on the men and degraded them also, till they 
fell into the abominable practice of sodomy and degraded alike 
their gods and themselves with the myth of Ganymede. 

MALE SUPREMACY 

This is the origin of monogamy as far as we can trace it back 
among the most civilised and highly developed people of antiquity. 
It was not ii> any way the fruit of individual sex-love, with which 
it had nothing whatever to do; marriages remained as before mar¬ 
riages of convenience. It was the first form of the family to be 
based, not on natural, but on economic conditions—on the victory 
of private property over primitive, natural communal property. 
The Greeks themselves put the matter quite frankly: the sole 
exclusive aims of monogamous marriage were to make the man 
supreme in the family, and to propagate, as the future heirs to his 
wealth, children indisputably his own. Otherwise, marriage was 
a burden, a duty which had to be performed, whether one liked 
it or not, to gods, state and one’s ancestors. In Athens the law 
exacted from the man, not only marriage, but also the performance 
of a minimum of so-called conjugal duties. 

Thus when monogamous marriage first makes its appearance in 
history, it is not as the reconciliation of man and woman, still 
less as the highest form of such a reconciliation. Quite the 
contrary. Monogamous marriage comes on the scene as the 
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subjugation of the one sex by the other; it announces a struggle 
between the sexes unknown throughout the whole previous pre¬ 
historic period. In an old unpublished manuscript, written by 
Marx and me in 1846,^ I find the words: “The first division of 
labour is that between man and woman for the propagation of 
children.” And today I can add: the first class opposition that 
appears in history coincides with the development of the antagonism 
between man and woman in monogamous marriage, and the first 
class oppression coincides with that of the female sex by the male. 

Monogamous marriage was a great historical step forward; 
nevertheless, together with slavery and private wealth, it opens the 
period that has lasted until today in which every step forward is 
also relatively a step backward, in which prosperity and develop¬ 
ment for some is won through the misery and frustration of others. 
It is the cellular form of civilised society, in which the nature of 
the oppositions and contradictions fully active in that society can 
be already studied. 


THE PROSTITUTES 

The old comparative freedom of sexual intercourse by no means 
disappeared with the victory of pairing marriage or even of mono¬ 
gamous marriage: 

‘The old conjugal system, now reduced to narrower limits by 
the gradual disappearance of the punaluan groups, still environed 
the advancing family, which it was to follow to the verge of 
civilisation. ... It finally disappeared in the new form of 
hetaerism, which still follows mankind in civilisation as a dark 
shadow upon the family” (Morgan). 

By “hetaerism” Morgan understands the practice, co-existent with 
monogamous marriage, of sexual intercourse between men and 
unmarried women outside marriage, which, as we know, flourishes 
in the most varied forms throughout the whole period of civilisa¬ 
tion and develops more and more into open prostitution. This 
hetaerism derives quite directly from group marriage, from the 
ceremonial surrender by which women purchased the right of 
chastity. Surrender for money was at first a religious act; it took 
place in the temple of the goddess of love, and the money originally 
went into the temple treasury. The temple slaves of Anaida in 

» See German Ideology, Eng. ed., pp. 17 tf.—Tii. 
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Armenia and of Aphrodite in Corinth, like the sacred dancing-girls 
attached to die temples of India, the so-called bayaderes (the word 
is a corruption of the Portuguese word bailadeira, meaning female 
dancer), were the first prostitutes. Originally the duty of every 
woman, this surrender was later performed by these priestesses 
alone as representatives of all other women. Among other peoples, 
hetaerism derives from the sexual freedom allowed to girls before 
marriage—again, therefore, a relic of group marriage, but handed 
down in a different way. With the rise of the inequality of 
property—^already at the upper stage of barbarism, therefore— 
wage labour appears sporadically side by side with slave labour, and 
at the same time, as its necessary correlate, the professional prostitu¬ 
tion of free women side by side with the forced surrender of the 
slave. 

Thus the heritage which group marriage has bequeathed to 
civilisation is double-edged, just as everything civilisation brings 
forth is double-edged, double-tongued, divided against itself, con¬ 
tradictory : here monogamy, there hetacrism, with its most extreme 
form, prostitution. For hetserism is as much a social institution 
as any other; it continues the old sexual freedom—to the advantage 
of the men. Actually not merely tolerated, but gaily practised, by 
the ruling classes particularly, it is condemned in words. But in 
reality tliis condemnation never falls on the men concerned, but 
only on the women; they are despised and outcast, in order that 
the unconditional supremacy of men over the female sex may be 
once more proclaimed as a fundamental law of society. 

WIFE GETS HER OWN BACK 

But a second contradiction thus develops within monogamous 
marriage itself. At the side of the husband who embellishes his 
existence with hetaerism stands the neglected wife. And one cannot 
have one side of this contradiction without the other, any more 
than a man has a whole apple in his hand after eating half. But 
that seems to have been the husbands’ notion, until their wives 
taught them better. With monogamous marriage, two constant 
social types, unknown hitherto, make their appearance on 
the scene—^thc wife’s attendant lover and the cuckold 
husband. The husbands had won the victory over the wives, but 
the vanquished magnanimously provided the crown. Together 
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with monogamous marriage and hctacrism, adultery became an 
unavoidable social institution—denounced, severely penalised, but 
impossible to suppress. At best, the certain paternity of the children 
rested on moral conviction as l>efore, and to solve the insoluble 
contradiction the Code NapolSon, Art. 312, decreed: ”IJenfant 
concu pendant le marriage a pour pere le mart *: the father of a 
child conceived during marriage is—the husband. Such is the final 
result of 3,000 years of monogamous marriage. 

Thus wherever the monogamous family remains true to its 
historical origin and clearly reveals the antagonism between the 
man and the woman expressed in the man’s exclusive supremacy, 
it exhibits in miniature the same oppositions and contradictions as 
those in which society has been moving, without power to resolve 
or overcome them, ever since it split into classes at the beginning 
of civilisation. I am speaking here, of course, only of those cases 
of monogamous marriage where matrimonial life actually proceeds 
according to the original character of the whole institution, but 
where the wife rebels against the husband’s supremacy. Not all 
marriages turn out thus, as nobody knows better than the German 
philistine, who can no more assert his rule in the home than he 
can in the state, and whose wife, with every right, wears the 
trousers he is unworthy of. But, to make up for it, he considers 
himself far above his French companion in misfortune, to whom, 
oftener than to him, something much worse happens. 

SUPREMACY IN MILDER FORMS 

However, monogamous marriage did not by any means appear 
always and everywhere in the classically harsh form it took among 
the Greeks. Among the Romans, who, as future world-conquerors, 
had a larger, if a less fine, vision than the Greeks, women were 
freer and more respected. A Roman considered that his power of 
life and death over his wife sufficiently guaranteed her conjugal 
fidelity. Here, moreover, the wife equally with the husband could 
dissolve the taatmge ai wWl. 

But the greatest progress in the development of individual mar- 
riage certainly came with the entry of the Germans into history, 
and for the reason that the Germans—on account of their poverty, 
very probably were still at a stage where monogamy seems not 
yet to have become perfectly distinct from pairing marriage. We 
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infer this from three facts mentioned by Tacitus. First, though 
marriage was held in great reverence—“they content themselves 
with one wife, the women live hedged round with chastity’*— 
polygamy was the rule for the distinguished members and the 
leaders of the tribe, a condition of things similar to that among the 
Americans, where pairing marriage was the rule. Secondly, the 
transition from mother-right to father-right could only have been 
made a short time previously, for the brother on the mother’s side 
—the nearest gentile male relation according to mother-right— 
was still considered almost closer of kin than the father, corre¬ 
sponding again to the standpoint of the American Indians, among 
whom Marx, as he often said, found the key to the understanding 
of our own primitive age. And, thirdly, women were 
greatly respected among the Germans, and also influential 
in public affairs, which is in direct contradiction to the 
supremacy of men in monogamy. In almost all these points the 
Germans agree with Spartans, among whom also, as we saw, pair¬ 
ing marriage had not yet been completely overcome. Thus here 
again an entirely new influence came to power in the world with 
the Germans. The new monogamy which now developed from 
the mingling of peoples amid the ruins of the Roman world clothed 
the supremacy of the men in milder forms and gave women a 
position which, outwardly at any rate, was much more free and 
respected than it had ever been in classical antiquity. Only now 
were the conditions realised in which through monogamy—within 
it, parallel to it, or in opposition to it, as the case might be—the 
greatest moral advance we owe to it could be achieved: modern 
individual sex-love, which had hitherto been unknown to the entire 
world. 

This advance, however, undoubtedly sprang from the fact that 
the Germans still lived in pairing families and grafted the corre¬ 
sponding position of women on to the monogamous system, so 
far as that was possible; it most decidedly did not spring 
from the legendary virtue and wonderful moral purity of the 
German character, which was nothing more than the freedom of 
the pairing family from the crying moral contradictions of mono¬ 
gamy. On the contrary, in the course of their migrations the 
Germans had morally much deteriorated, particularly during their 
south-easterly wanderings among the nomads of the Black Sea 
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steppes, from whom they acquired, not only equestrian skill, but 
also gross, unnatural vices, as Ammianus expressly states of the 
Taifalians and Procopius of the Hcrulians. 

CHIVALROUS LOVE 

But if monogamy was the only one of all the known forms of 
the family through which modern sex-love could develop, that docs 
not mean that within monogamy modern sexual love developed 
exclusively or even chiefly as the love of husband and wife for each 
other. That was precluded by the very nature of strictly mono¬ 
gamous marriage under the rule of the man. Among all historically 
active classes—that is, among all ruling classes—matrimony 
remained what it had been since the pairing marriage, a matter of 
convenience which was arranged by the parents. The first 
historical form of sexual love as passion, a passion recognised as 
natural to all human beings (at least if they belonged to the ruling 
classes), and as the highest form of the sexual impulse—and that 
is what constitutes its specific character—this first form of in¬ 
dividual sexual love, the chivalrous love of the middle ages, was 
by no means conjugal. Quite the contrary. In its classic form 
among the Provencals, it heads straight for adultery, and the poets 
of love celebrated adultery. The flower of Provengal love poetry 
arc the Albas {aubades, songs of dawn). They describe in glowing 
colours how the knight lies in bed beside his love—^the wife of 
another man—while outside stands the watchman who calls to him 
as soon as the first grey of dawn {alba) appears, so that he can 
get away unobserved; the parting scene then forms the climax of 
the poem. The northern French and also the worthy Germans 
adopted this kind of poetry together with the corresponding fashion 
of chivalrous love; old Wolfram of Eschenbach has left us three 
wonderfully beautiful songs of dawn on this same improper sub¬ 
ject, which I like better than his three long heroic poems. 

(Engels, Origin of the Family, Ch. II.) 
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Part Two 


WOMEN UNDER CAPITALISM 

INTRODUCTION 

The period of industrial capitalism opened with the terrible exploita¬ 
tion of women’s labour in factories, mines and mills. Women, and 
children too, were enlisted as cheap labour, were driven to work long 
hours at starvation wages and in frightful conditions. 

Engels, in his early work Condition of the Worhjng Class in England 
in 1844, and Marx in Capital, painted a grim picture of this ruthless 
exploitation of women and children, as it existed in their time in 
Great Britain, and laid bare its causes and effects. 

Working-class action has secured the abolition of some of these 
abuses in Britain. But in reading Marx and Engels’ account of it, 
we would do well to reflect that the fight for “equal pay for equal 
work” has not yet been won, that ruthless capitalist exploitation of 
women and girls still continues in this country—and that the very 
horrors of woman and child labour in mills and mines which Engels 
exposed in Britain in 1844 continue unabated to this day in colonial 
and dependent countries. 

Capitalism, as Marx and Engels showed, breaks up the family life of 
the working class. And at the same time they exposed the brutality and 
hypocrisy of “bourgeois marriage”, with its counterpart in the degra¬ 
dation of woman and in prostitution. 

But while capitalism leads to the savage exploitation of women, at 
the same time, by drawing women into the process of production, it 
prepares the way for their emancipation. 

In increasing numbers working-class women arc drawn into active 
class struggle, alongside the men. Communists from the first realised 
the vital and necessary role which women arc called upon to play in the 
struggle to end capitalism and to win socialism. This is the road to 
women’s emancipation, to their playing an equal part in all fields of 
social life and activity. 
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I. DEATH FROM OVERWORK 

In the last week of June 1863, ail the London daily papers pub¬ 
lished a paragraph with the “sensational” heading: “Death from 
simple over-work.” It dealt with the death of the milliner, Mary 
Anne Walkley, twenty years of age, employed in a highly respect¬ 
able dressmaking establishment, exploited by a lady with the 
pleasant name of Elise. 

The old, often-told story was once more recounted. This girl 
worked, on an average, sixteen and a half hours, during the season 
often thirty hours, without a break, whilst her failing labour-power 
was revived by occasional supplies of sherry, port, or coffee. It was 
just now the height of the season. It was necessary to conjure up 
in the twinkling of an eye the gorgeous dresses for the noble ladies 
bidden to the ball in honour of the newly imported Princess of 
Wales. 

Mary Anne Walkley had worked without intermission for 
twenty-six and a half hours, with sixty other girls, thirty in one 
room that only afforded one-third of the cubic feet of air required 
for them. At night they slept in pairs in one of the stifling holes 
into which the bedroom was divided by partitions of board. And 
this was one of the best millinery establishments in London. Mary 
Anne Walkley fell ill on the Friday, died on Sunday, without, to 
the astonishment of Madame Elise, having previously completed 
the work in hand. 

The Doctor, Mr. Keys, called too late to the death-l>ed, duly bore 
witness before the coroner’s jury that: “Mary Anne Walkley had 
died from long hours of work in an overcrowded workroom, and 
a too small and badly ventilated bedroom.” In order to give the 
doctor a lesson in good manners, the coroner’s jury thereupon 
brought in a verdict that “the deceased had died of apoplexy, but 
there was reason to fear that her death had been accelerated by 
over-work in an overcrowded workroom, etc”. 
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“Our white slaves,*’ cried the Morning Star, the organ of the 
free-traders, Cobden and Bright, “our white slaves, who arc toiled 
into the grave, for the most part silently pine and die.” 

(Marx, Capital: I, III, X, 3.) 


a. CHEAP LABOUR 

Before the labour of women and of children under ten years of 
age was forbidden in mines, capitalists considered the employment 
of naked women and girls, often in company with men, so far 
sanctioned by their moral code, and especially by their ledgers, 
that it was only after the passing of the Act that they had recourse 
to machinery. The Yankees have invented a stonebreaking 
machine. The English do not make use of it, because the 
“wretch” (the recognised term in English political economy for 
the agricultural labourer) who docs this work gets paid for such 
a small portion of his labour that machinery would increase the 
cost of production to the capitalist. In England women arc still 
occasionally used instead of horses for hauling canal boats, because 
the labour required to produce horses and machines is an accurately 
known quantity, while that required to maintain the women of the 
surplus population is below all calculation. 

(Marx, Capital : I, IV, XV, 2.) 

# « # 

In so far as machinery dispenses with muscular power, it becomes 
a means of employing labourers of slight muscular strength, and 
those whose bodily development is incomplete, but whose limbs arc 
all the more supple. The labour of women and children was, 
therefore, the first thing sought for by capitalists who used 
machinery. That mighty substitute for labour and labourers was 
forthwith changed into a means for increasing the number of wage- 
labourers by enrolling, under the direct sway of capital, every 
member of the workman’s family, without distinction of age or 
sex. Compulsory work for the capitalist usurped the place, not 
only of the children’s play, but also of free labour at home within 
moderate limits for the support of the family. 

The value of labour-power was determined, not only by the 
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labour-time necessary to maintain the individual adult labourer, 
but also by that necessary to maintain his family. Machinery, by 
throwing every member of that family on to the labour market, 
spreads the value of the man s labour-power over his whole family. 
It thus depreciates his labour-power. To purchase the labour-power 
of a family of four workers may, perhaps, cost more than it 
formerly did to purchase the labour-power of the head of the 
family, but, in return, four days’ labour takes the place of one, 
and their price falls in proportion to the excess of the surplus labour 
of four over the surplus labour of one. In order that the family may 
live, four people must now not only labour but expend surplus 
labour for the capitalist. Thus we see that machinery, while aug¬ 
menting the hunan material that forms the principal object of 
capital’s exploiting power, at the same time raises the degree of 
exploitation. 


(Marx, Capital: I, IV, XV, 3.) 

3. EXPLOITATION OF CHILDREN 

So LONG as factory legislation is confined to regulating the labour 
in factories, manufactories, etc., it is regarded as a mere inter¬ 
ference with the exploiting rights of capital. But when it comes to 
regulating the so-called “home-labour”, it is immediately viewed 
as a direct attack on the patria potestas, on parental authority. 
The tender-hearted English Parliament long affected to shrink 
from taking this step. The force of facts, however, compelled it at 
last to acknowledge that modern industry, in overturning the 
economical foundation on which was based the traditional family, 
and the family labour corresponding to it, had also unloosened all 
traditional family tics. The rights of the children had to be pro¬ 
claimed. The final report of the Commission of 1866 
states: “It is unhappily, to a painful degree, apparent through¬ 
out the whole of the evidence, that against no persons do the 
children of both sexes so much require protection as against their 
parents.” The system of unlimited exploitation of children’s 
labour in general and the so-called home-labour in particular is 
“maintained only Ijccausc the parents arc able, without check or 
control, to exercise this arbitrary and mischievous power over their 
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young and tender offspring. . . . Parents must not possess the 
absolute power of making their children mere ‘machines to earn 
so much weekly wage’. . . . The children and young persons, 
therefore, in all such cases may justifiably claim from the legis¬ 
lature, as a natural right, that an exemption should be secured 
to them from what destroys prematurely their physical strength 
and lowers them in the scale of intellectual and moral beings.” 

It was not, however, the misuse of parental authority that 
created the capitalistic exploitation, whether direct or indirect, of 
children’s labour; but, on the contrary, it was the capitalistic 
mode of exploitation which, by sweeping away the economical 
basis of parental authority, made its exercise degenerate into a mis¬ 
chievous misuse of power. 

However terrible and disgusting the dissolution, under the 
capitalist system, of the old family ties may appear, nevertheless 
modern industry, by assigning as it docs an important part in the 
process of production, outside the domestic sphere, to women, to 
young persoOvS, and to children of both sexes, creates a new econo¬ 
mical foundation for a higher form of the family and of the rela¬ 
tions between the sexes. It is, of course, just as absurd to hold 
the Tcutonic-Christian form of the family to be absolute and final 
as it would be to apply that character to the ancient Roman, the 
ancient Greek, or the Eastern forms, which, moreover, taken to¬ 
gether form a series in historic development. Moreover, it is 
obvious that the fact of the collective working group being com¬ 
posed of individuals of both sexes and all ages, must necessarily, 
under suitable conditions, become a source of humane develop¬ 
ment; although in its spontaneously developed, brutal, capitalist 
form, where the labourer exists for the process of production and 
not the process of production for the labourer, that fact is a 
pestiferous source of corruption and slavery. 

(Marx, Capital: I, IV, XV, 9.) 

4. WOMEN AND CHILDREN IN THE MILLS 

Let us examine somewhat more closely the fact that machinery 
more and more supersedes the work of men. The human labour 
involved in both spinning and weaving consists chiefly in piecing 
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broken tlireads, as the machine docs all the rest. This work 
requires no muscular strength, but only flexibility of finger. Men 
are, therefore, not only not needed for it, but actually, by reason of 
the greater muscular development of the hand, less fit for it than 
women and children, and are therefore naturally almost superseded 
by them. Hence, the more the use of the arms, the expenditure 
of strength, can be transferred to steam or water-power, the fewer 
men need be employed; and as women and children work more 
cheaply, and in these branches better than men, they take their 
places. 

In the spinning-mills women and girls are to be found in almost 
exclusive possession of the throstles; among the mules one man, 
an adult spinner (with self-actors, he too becomes superfluous), and 
several piecers for tying the threads, usually children or women, 
sometimes young men of from eighteen to twenty years, here and 
there an old spinner thrown out of other employment. At the 
power-looms women, from fifteen to twenty years, are chiefly 
employed, and a few men; these, however, rarely remain at this 
trade after their twenty-first year. Among the preparatory 
machinery, too, women alone are to be found, with here and there 
a man to clean and sharpen the carding-frames. Besides all these, 
the factories employ numbers of children—doflers—for mounting 
and taking down bobbins, and a few men as overlookers, a 
mechanic and an engineer for the steam-engines, carpenters, porters, 
etc., but the actual work of the mills is done by women and 
children. . . . 

* « # 

The employment of women at once breaks up the family; for 
when the wife spends twelve or thirteen hours every day in the 
mill, and the husband works the same length of time there or 
elsewhere, what becomes of the children ? They grow up like wild 
weed::; they are put out to nurse for a shilling or cighteenpcncc 
a week, and how they are treated may be imagined. Hence the 
accidents to which little children fall victims multiply in the factory 
districts to a terrible extent. The lists of the Coroner of Man¬ 
chester showed for nine months: 69 deaths from burning, 56 from 
drowning, 23 from falling, 77 from other causes, or a total of 225 
deaths from accidents, while in non-manufacturing Liverpool 
during twelve months there were but 146 fatal accidents. The 
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mining accidents arc excluded in both cases; and, since the Coroner 
of Manchester has no authority in Salford, the population of both 
places mentioned in the comparison is about the same. The 
Manchester Guardian reports one or more deaths by burning in 
almost every number. That the general mortality among young 
children must be increased by the employment of the mothers is 
self-evident, and is placed beyond all doubt by notorious facts. 

Women often return to the mill three or four days after confine* 
ment, leaving the baby, of course; in the dinner hour they must 
hurry home to feed the child and cat something, and what sort 
of suckling that can be is also evident. 

Lord Ashley repeats the testimony of several workwomen: 
“M. H., twenty years old, has two children, the youngest a baby, 
that is tended by the other, a little older. The mother goes to the 
mill shortly after five o’clock in the morning, and comes home at 
eight at night; all day the milk pours from her breasts so that her 
clothing drips with it.” “H. W. has three children, goes away 
Monday morning at five o’clock, and comes back Saturday even¬ 
ing; has so much to do for the children then that she cannot get 
to bed before three o’clock in the morning; often wet through to 
the skin, and obliged to work in that state.” She said: “My 
breasts have given me the most frightful pain, and I have been 
dripping wet with milk.” 

The use of narcotics to keep the children still is fostered by this 
infamous system, and has reached a great extent in the factory 
districts. Dr. Johns, Registrar in Chief for Manchester, is of 
opinion that this custom is the chief source of the many deaths 
from convulsions. The employment of the wife dissolves the 
family utterly and of necessity, and this dissolution, in our present 
society, which is based upon the family, brings the most 
demoralising consequences for parents, as well as children. . . . 

« # # 

Thus the social order makes family life almost impossible for 
the worker. In a comfortless, filthy house, hardly good enough 
for mere nightly shelter, ill-furnished, often neither rain-tight nor 
warm, a foul atmosphere filling rooms overcrowded with human 
beings, no domestic comfort is possible. The husband works the 
whole day through, perhaps the wife also and the elder children, 
all in different places; they meet night and morning only, all under 
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perpetual temptation to drink; what family life is possible under 
such conditions? Yet the working man cannot escape from the 
family, must live in the family, and the consequence is a per¬ 
petual succession of family troubles, domestic quarrels, most de¬ 
moralising for parents and children alike. Neglect of all domestic 
duties, neglect of the children, especially, is only too common 
among English working people, and only too vigorously fostered 
by the existing institutions of society. And children growing up 
in this savage way, amidst these demoralising influences, are expec¬ 
ted to turn out goody-g<x>dy and moral in the end! Verily the 
requirements are naive, which the self-satisfied bourgeois makes 
upon the working man! 


(Engels, Condition of the Worthing Class 
in England in 1844.) 
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II. THE BOURGEOIS FAMILY 


I. COMMUNISM AND THE FAMILY 

Abolition of the family I Even the most radical flare up at this 
infamous proposal of the Communists. 

On what foundation is the present family, the bourgeois family, 
based? On capital, on private gain. In its completely developed 
form this family exists only among the bourgeoisie. But this state 
of things finds its complement in the practical absence of the family 
among the proletarians, and in public prostitution. 

The bourgeois family will vanish as a matter of course when its 
complement vanishes, and both will vanish with the vanishing of 
capital. 

Do you charge us with wanting to stop the exploitation of 
children by their parents? To this crime we plead guilty. 

But, you will say, we destroy the most hallowed of relations, 
when we replace home education by social. 

And your education! Is not that also social, and determined 
by the social conditions under which you educate, by the interven¬ 
tion direct or indirect, of society, by means of schools, etc.? The 
Communists have not invented the intervention of society in educa¬ 
tion; they do but seek to alter the character of that intervention, 
and to rescue education from the influence of the ruling class. 

The bourgeois claptrap about the family and education, about 
the hallowed correlation of parent and child, becomes all the more 
disgusting, the more, by the action of modern industry, all family 
tics among the proletarians arc torn asunder, and their children 
transformed into simple articles of commerce and instruments of 
labour. 

But you Communists would introduce community of women, 
screams the whole bourgeoisie in chorus. 

The bourgeois secs in his wife a mere instrument of production. 
He hears that the instruments of production arc to be exploited in 
common, and, naturally, can come to no other conclusion than that 
the lot of being common to all will likewise fall to the women. 
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He has not even a suspicion that the real point aimed at is to do 
away with the status of women as mere instruments of production. 

For the rest, nothing is more ridiculous that the virtuous in¬ 
dignation of our bourgeois at the community of women which, 
they pretend, is to be openly and officially established by the Com¬ 
munists. The Communists have no need to introduce com¬ 
munity of women; it has existed almost from time immemorial. 

Our bourgeois, not content with having the wives and daughters 
of their proletarians at their disposal, not to speak of common 
prostitutes, take the greatest pleasure in seducing each other’s wives. 

Bourgeois marriage is in reality a system of wives in common and 
thus, at the most, what the Communists might possibly be re¬ 
proached with is that they desire to introduce, in substitution for 
a hypocritically concealed, an openly legalised community of 
women. For the rest, it is self-evident, that the abolition of the 
present system of production must bring with it the abolition of 
the community of women springing from that system, i.c., of 
prostitution both public and private. 

(Marx and Engels, The Communist Manifesto.) 

2 . BOURGEOIS MARRIAGE 

Nowadays there arc two ways of concluding a bourgeois mar¬ 
riage. In Catholic countries the parents, as before, procure a 
suitable wife for their young bourgeois son, and the consequence 
is, of course, the fullest development of the contradiction inherent 
in monogamy: the husband abandons himself to hetaerism and the 
wife to adultery. Probably the only reason why the Catholic Church 
abolished divorce was because it had convinced itself that there is 
no more a cure for adultery than there is for death. In Protestant 
countries, on the other hand, the rule is that the son of a bourgeois 
family is allowed to choose a wife from his own class with more 
or less freedom; hence there may be a certain element of love in 
the marriage, as, indeed, in accordance with Protestant hypocrisy, 
is always assumed, for decency’s sake. Here the husband’s hetar- 
ism is a more sleepy kind of business, and adultery by the wife 
is less the rule. But since in every kind of marriage people remain 
what they were before, and since the bourgeois of Protestant coun¬ 
tries arc mostly philistincs, all that this Protestant monogamy 
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achieves, taking the average of the best eases, is a conjugal partner¬ 
ship of leaden lx>rcdom, known as “domestic bliss’\ The best 
mirror of these two methods of marrying is the novel—the French 
novel for the Catholic manner, the German for the Protestant. In 
both, the hero “gets’* them: in the German, the young man gets 
the girl; in the French, the husband gets the horns. Which of 
them is worse off is sometimes questionable. This is why the 
French bourgeois is as much horrified by the dullness of the Ger¬ 
man novel as the German philistine is by the “immorality” of the 
French. However, now that “Berlin is a world capital”, the Ger¬ 
man novel is beginning with a litde less timidity to use as part 
of its regular stock-in-trade the hetxrism and adultery long familiar 
to that town. 

In both cases, however, the marriage is conditioned by the class 
position of the parties and is to that extent always a marriage of 
convenience. In both cases this marriage of convenience turns often 
enough into crassest prostitution—sometimes of lx)th partners, but 
far more commonly of the woman, who only differs from the 
ordinary courtesan in that she does not let out her body on piece¬ 
work as a wage-worker, but sells it once and for all into slavery. 
And of all marriages of convenience Fourier’s words hold true: 
“As in grammar two negatives make an affirmative, so in matri¬ 
monial morality two prostitutions pass for virtue.” Sex-love in the 
relationship with a woman becomes, and can only become, the real 
rule among the oppressed classes, which means today among the 
proletariat—whether this relation is officially sanctioned or not. 
But here all the foundations of typical monogamy are cleared away. 
Here there is no property, to preserve and bequeath which mono¬ 
gamy and male supremacy were established; hence there is no 
incentive to make this male supremacy effective. What is more, 
there arc no means of making it so: bourgeois law, which protects 
this supremacy, exists only for the possessing class and their deal¬ 
ings with the proletarians; the law costs money and, on account 
of the worker’s poverty, it has no validity for his relation to his 
wife. Here quite other personal and social conditions decide. And 
now that large-scale industry has taken the wife out of the home 
on to the labour market and into the factory, and made her often 
the bread-winner of the family, no basis for any kind of male 
supremacy is left in the proletarian household—except, perhaps, for 
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something of the brutality towards women that has spread since 
the introduction of monogamy. The proletarian family is there¬ 
fore no longer monogamous in the strict sense, even where there 
is passionate love and firmest loyalty on both sides, and maybe 
all the blessings of religious and civil authority. Here, therefore, 
the eternal attendants of monogamy, hetaerism and adultery, play 
only an almost vanishing part. The wife has in fact regained the 
right to dissolve the marriage, and if two people cannot get on 
with one another, they prefer to separate. In short, proletarian 
marriage is monogamous in the etymological sense of the word, 
but not at all in its historical sense. 

Our jurists, of course, find that progress in legislation is leav¬ 
ing women with no further ground of complaint. Modern civilised 
systems of law increasingly acknowledge, first, that for a marriage 
to be legal, it must be a contract freely entered into by both part¬ 
ners, and, secondly, that also in the married state both partners 
must stand on a common footing of equal rights and duties. If 
both these demands are consistently carried out, say the jurists, 
women have all they can ask. 

This typically legalist method of argument is exactly the same 
as that which the radical republican bourgeois uses to put the pro¬ 
letarian in his place. The labour contract is to be freely entered 
into by both partners. But it is considered to have been freely 
entered into as soon as the law makes both parties equal on paper. 
The power conferred on the one party by the difference of class 
position, the pressure thereby brought to bear on the other party— 
the real economic position of both—that is not the law’s business. 
Again, for the duration of the lalx)ur contract both parties are to 
have equal rights, in so far as one or the other docs not expressly 
surrender them. That economic relations compel the worker to 
surrender even the last semblance of equal rights—here again, that 
is no concern of the law. 

In regard to marriage, the law, even at its most advanced, is 
fully satisfied as soon as the partners have formally recorded that 
they arc entering into the marriage of their own free consent. What 
goes on in real life behind the juridical scenes, how this free con¬ 
sent comes about—that is not the business of the law and the 
jurist. And yet the most elementary comparative jurisprudence 
should show the jurist what this free consent really amounts to. 
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In the countries where an obligatory share of the paternal inheri¬ 
tance is secured to the children by law and they cannot therefore 
be disinherited—in Germany, in the countries with French law 
and elsewhere—the children arc obliged to obtain their parents’ 
consent to their marriage. In the countries with English law, 
where parental consent to a marriage is not legally required, the 
parents on their side have full freedom in the testamentary dis¬ 
posal of their property and can disinherit their children at their 
pleasure. It is obvious that, in spite and precisely because of this 
fact, freedom of marriage among the classes with something to 
inherit is in reality not a whit greater in England and America 
than it is in France and Germany. 

As regards the legal equality of husband and wife in marriage, 
the position is no better. The legal inequality of the two partners, 
bequeathed to us from earlier social conditions, is not the cause 
but the effect of the economic oppression of the woman. In the 
old communistic household, which comprised many couples and 
their children, the task entrusted to the women of managing the 
household was as much a public and socially necessary industry 
as the procuring of food by the men. With the patriarchal family, 
and still more with the single monogamous family, a change came. 
Household management lost its public character. It no longer con¬ 
cerned society. It became a private service; the wife became the 
head servant, excluded from all participation in social production. 
Not until the coming of modern large-scale industry was the road 
to social production opened to her again and then only to the pro¬ 
letarian wife. But it was opened in such a manner that, if she 
carries out her duties in the private service of her family, she re¬ 
mains excluded from public production and unable to earn; and 
if she wants to take part in public production and earn indepen¬ 
dently, she cannot carry our family duties. And the wife’s position 
in the factory is the position of wives in all branches of business 
right up to medicine and the law. The modern individual family 
is founded on the open or concealed domestic slavery of the wife, 
and modern society is a mass composed of these individual families 
as its molecules. In the great majority of cases today, at least in 
the possessing classes, the husband is obliged to earn a living and 
support his family, and that in itself gives him a position of supre¬ 
macy, without any need for special legal tides and privileges. With- 
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in the family he is the bourgeois and the wife represents the 
proletariat. In the industrial world, the specific character of the 
economic oppression burdening the proletariat is visible in all its 
sharpness only when all special legal privileges of the capitalist class 
have been abolished and complete legal equality of both classes 
established; the democratic republic does not do away with the 
opposition of the two classes; on the contrary, it provides the clear 
field on which the fight can be fought out. And in the same way, 
the peculiar character of the supremacy of the husband over the 
wife in the modern family, the necessity of creating real social 
equality between them, and the way to do it, will only be seen in 
the clear light of day when both possess legally complete equality 
of rights. Then it will l^e plain that the first condition for the libera¬ 
tion of the wife is to bring the whole female sex back into public 
industry, and that this in turn demands the abolition of the mono¬ 
gamous family as the economic unit of society. 

(Engels, Origin of the Family, Ch. II.) 

3. BOURGEOIS HYPOCRISY 

Recently the fifth international congress for combating the white 
slave traffic was held in London. 

Duchesses, countesses, bishops, parsons, rabbis, police officials 
and all sorts of bourgeois philanthropists displayed themselves at 
this congress. There was no end of ceremonial banquets and sump¬ 
tuous official receptions. There was no end of solemn speeches on 
the harm and shame of prostitution. 

But what were the means of struggle which the elegant bourgeois 
delegates dennianded at the congress.? The main two means were: 
religion and the police. These, they said, were the surest and 
safest means against prostitution. According to a report by the 
London correspondent of the Leipziger Volhjzeitung, an English 
delegate boasted of the fact that he had introduced in Parliament 
a Bill providing for corporal punishment for pandering. There he 
is, the modern “civilised” champion of the fight against prostitu¬ 
tion ! 

A certain Canadian lady expressed her enthusiasm for the police 
and for the women police surveillance over “fallen” women; as for 
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raising wages, however, she remarked that working women do 
not deserve better pay. 

A German parson fulminated against modern materialism which, 
he said, was spreading among the people to an ever greater extent 
and contributing to the spread of free love. 

When the Austrian delegate Gertncr ventured to mention the 
social causes of prostitution, the want and misery of working-class 
families, the exploitation of child labour, the unbearable housing 
conditions, etc., the speaker was silenced by hostile shouts. 

On the other hand, instructive and solemn stories were told 
among the delegates concerning various high personages. For in¬ 
stance, that when the German empress is about to visit a lying-in 
hospital in Berlin the mothers of “illegitimate” children have rings 
put on their fingers, so as to spare the high personage the shock¬ 
ing sight of unwedded mothers. 

From this one can judge what disgusting bourgeois hypocrisy 
reigns at these aristocratic-bourgeois congresses. The mountebanks 
of charity and the police protectors of mockery at want and misery 
foregather to “fight against prostitution”, which is maintained pre¬ 
cisely by tlic aristocrats and the bourgeoisie. . . . 

(Lenin, Rabochaya Pravda, July 26, 1913.) 
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III. WOMEN IN THE STRUGGLE FOR SOCIALISM 


T. TNEIiE CAN BE NO SOCIALIST REVOLUTION 
UNLESS WOMEN TAKE PART IN IT 

If wc do not draw women into public activity, into the milicia, 
into political life; if wc do not tear women away from the deadeii' 
ing atmosphere of household and kitchen; then it is impossible 
to secure real freedom, it is impossible even to build democracy, 
let alone socialism. 


(Lenin, Letters from Afar, Letter III.) 

# # * 

Comrades, in a certain respect this congress of the feminine 
section of the proletarian army is of particularly great significance, 
since in all countries women have been the slowest to stir. There 
can be no socialist revolution, unless a vast section of the toiling 
women takes an important part in it. 

In all civilised countries, even the most advanced, the position 
of women is such as justifies their being called domestic slaves. 
Not in a single capitalist country, not even in the freest Republic, 
do women enjoy complete equality. 

The aim of the Soviet Republic is to abolish, in the first place, 
all restrictions of the rights of women. The Soviet Government 
has completely abolished the source of bourgeois filth, repression 
and humiliation—divorce proceedings. 

For nearly a year now our completely free divorce laws have 
been in force. We issued a decree abolishing the difference in 
the status of children born in wedlock and those born out of wed¬ 
lock, and also the various political disabilities. In no other country 
have the toiling women achieved such complete freedom and 
equality. 

We know that the entire burden of the obsolete rules is borne 
by the women of the working class. 
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Our law wiped out, for the first time in history, all that made 
women inferior. But it is not a matter of law. In our cities and 
factory settlements this law on the complete freedom of marriage 
is taking root, but in the countryside it very frequently exists only 
on paper. There, church marriage still predominates. This is 
due to the influence of the priests, and it is more difficult to fight 
this evil than the old laws. 

Religious prejudices must be fought very cautiously; a lot of 
harm is caused by those who carry on this struggle in such a way 
as to offend religious feelings. The struggle must be carried on 
by means of propaganda, by means of enlightenment. By intro¬ 
ducing acrimony into the struggle we may antagonise the masses; 
this kind of struggle contributes to the division of the masses 
according to religion, but our strength is in unity. The deepest 
source of religious prejudice is poverty and ignorance; it is with 
these evils that we must contend. 

Up to the present the position of women has been such that it 
is called a position of slavery. Women are crushed by their domes¬ 
tic drudgery, and only socialism can relieve them from this 
drudgery, when we shall pass on from small household economy to 
social economy and to social tilling of the soil. 

Only then will women be fully free and emancipated. It is a 
difficult task. It has lx*en observed in the experience of all libera¬ 
tion movements that the success of a revolution depends on the 
extent to which women take part in it. The Soviet government 
is doing everything to enable women to carry on their proletarian 
socialist activity independently. 

Up to the present not a single Republic has been capable of 
emancipating the women. The Soviet government will help them. 
Our cause is invincible, for in all countries the invincible working 
class is rising. This movement signifies the growth of the invincible 
socialist revolution. 

(Lenin, Speech at First All-Russian Congress of Women 
Workers, November 19, 1918.) 

2. THE GREATEST RESERVE OF THE WORKING CLASS 
Not a single great movement of the oppressed in the history of 
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mankind has been able to do without the participation of working 
women. 

Working women, the most oppressed among the oppressed, 
never have or could stand aside from the broad path of the libera¬ 
tion movement. This movement of slaves has produced, as is 
known, hundreds and thousands of martyrs and heroines. Tens 
of thousands of working women were to be found in the ranks 
of fighters for the liberation of the serfs. It is not surprising that 
millions of working women have been drawn in beneath the ban¬ 
ners of the revolutionary movement of the working class, the most 
powerful of all liberation movements of the oppressed masses. 

International Women’s Day is a token of invincibility and an 
augury of the great future which lies before the liberation move¬ 
ment of the working class. 

Working women—workers and peasants—^are the greatest re¬ 
serve of the working class. This reserve constitutes a good half 
of the population. The fate of the proletarian movement, the 
victory or defeat of the proletarian revolution, the victory or 
defeat of proletarian power depends on whether or no 
the reserve of women will he for or against the working class. 

That is why the first task of the proletariat and its advance 
detachment, the Communist Party, is to engage in decisive struggle 
for the freeing of women workers and peasants from the influence 
of the bourgeoisie, for political education and the organisation of 
women workers and peasants beneath the banner of the proletariat. 

International Women’s Day is a means of winning the women’s 
labour reserves to the side of the proletariat. Working women are 
not only reserves, however. They can and must become—if the 
working class carries out a correct policy—a real army of the work¬ 
ing class, operating against the bourgeoisie. 

The second and decisive task of the working class is to forge 
an army of worker and peasant women out of the women’s labour 
reserves to operate shoulder to shoulder with the great army of the 
proletariat. 

International Woman’s Day must become a means for turning 
worker and peasant women from a reserve of the working class 
into an active army in the liberation movement of the proletariat. 

(Stalin, International Women*s Day, 1925.) 
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3. GIRL HEROINES OF THE REVOLUTION 

In the December days the Moscow proletariat taught us magnifi¬ 
cent lessons in the art of ideologically “converting” the troops, as, 
for example, on December 21 (8) on Strastnaya Square, when the 
crowd surrounded the Cossacks, mingled and fraternised with 
them and persuaded them to go away. Or on December 23 (10) 
in the Presnya district, when two working girls, carrying a red 
flag in a crowd of 10,000 people, rushed towards the Cossacks and 
cried: “Kill us! We shall not surrender this flag as long as we 
are alive.” And the Cx)ssacks were disconcerted and galloped away 
followed by the shouts of the crowd: “Long live the Cossacks!” 
Such instances of courage and heroism must live forever in the 
memory of the proletariat. 

(Lenin, Lessons of the Moscow Uprising, 1906.) 

4. THE ROAD TO EMANCIPATION 

The main and fundamental thing in Bolshevism and in the Russian 
October Revolution is the drawing into politics of precisely those 
who were most oppressed under capitalism. These were oppressed, 
deceived and robbed by the capitalists under a monarchy as well 
as in democratic, bourgeois Republics. This oppression, this decep¬ 
tion, this filching the toil of the people by the capitalists was 
inevitable as long as the private ownership of the land, the factories 
and works existed. 

The essence of Bolshevism, the essence of Soviet power, lies in 
exposing the fraud and hypocrisy of the bourgeois democracy, in 
abolishing the private ownership of the land, the factories and 
works, and in concentrating all political power in the hands of the 
toilers and the exploited masses. These masses are taking politics, 
i.c., the work of building the new society, into their own hands. 
This is a difficult task; the masses are downtrodden and oppressed 
by capitalism; but there is no other way out of wage slavery, of 
slavery to the capitalists, nor can there be any other way out. 

And it is impossible to draw the masses into politics without 
also drawing in the women; for under capitalism, the female half 
of the human race suffers under a double yoke. The working 
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woman and peasant woman arc oppressed by capital; but in addi¬ 
tion to that, even in the most demcxratic of bourgeois Republics, 
they arc, firstly, in an inferior position because the law denies 
them equality with men, and secondly, and this is most important, 
they arc “in domestic slavery”, they are “domestic slaves”, crushed 
by the most petty, most menial, most arduous, and most stultify¬ 
ing work of the kitchen, and by isolated domestic, family economy 
in general. 

The Bolshevik, Soviet Revolution cuts at the root of the oppres¬ 
sion and inferiority of women more deeply than any party or 
any revolution in the world has dared to do. Not a trace of in¬ 
equality between men and women before the law has been left in 
Soviet Russia. The particularly base, despicable and hypocritical 
inequality of marital and family rights, inequality in relation to 
the child, has been completely abolished by the Soviet Government. 

This is only the first step towards the emancipation of women. 
But not a single bourgeois Republic, even the most democratic, 
has dared to take even this first step. They dared not do so out 
of fear of “the sacred right of private property”. 

The second and principal step was the abolition of the private 
ownership of the land, the factories and works. This, and this 
alone, opens the way for the complete and real emancipation of 
women, their emancipation from “domestic slavery”, by passing 
from petty, individual, domestic economy to large-scale social 
economy. 

This transition is a difficult one, for it is a matter of remoulding 
the most deep-rooted, habitual, case-hardened and ossified “system” 
(it would be more true to say, “outrage and barbarism”, and not 
“system”). But the transition has been started. Things have 
begun to move, we have started out on the new path. 

On International Working Women’s Day, in all countries in 
the world, at innumerable meetings of working women, greetings 
will be sent to Soviet Russia, which has started on unprecedentedly 
difficult and arduous, but great, universally great, and really liber¬ 
ating work. Encouraging appeals will be made not to lose heart 
in the face of the raging and often brutal bourgeois reaction. The 
more “free” or “democratic” the bourgeois country is, the more 
the capitalist gangs rave and commit their brutalities against the 
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workers’ revolution. An example of this is the democratic Repub¬ 
lic of the United States of America. But the masses of the workers 
have already awakened. The imperialist war has finally roused 
these slumbering, half-asleep, conservative masses in America, in 
Europe and backward Asia. 

The ice has broken in all parts of the world. 

The emancipation of the peoples from the yoke of imperialism, 
the emancipation of the workers, men and women, from the yoke 
of capital, is moving irresistibly forward. This cause is being 
advanced by scores and hundreds of millions of working men and 
women and pc^isant men and women. That is why the emancipa¬ 
tion of labour from the yoke of capital will be achieved the world 
over. 


(Lenin, International Women s Day, 1()t8,) 
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SOCIALISM AND THE EMANCIPATION OF WOMEN 

INTRODUCTION 

The achievement of socialism means the achievement of full equality 
of rights for women. But if these rights are to mean anything, if this 
equality is to be not formal but real, then special measures have to be 
initiated on behalf of the women. If the women arc to play their 
part freely in production and in administration, in cultural life and in 
all fields of social activity, then all necessary measures must be taken 
to assist motherhood—to build labour-saving houses, schools, clinics, 
maternity homes, nursery schools, kindergartens; to assist in the 
political education of women; to help them freely to enter higher schools 
and universities, and to learn skilled trades; to free them from useless 
and degrading household toil. 

All this is being realised in the Socialist Soviet Union. Again and 
again Lenin and Stalin have returned to this theme, pointing the way 
forward to the working women who arc building socialism. 

At the same time socialism means new and cleaner relations between 
the sexes, a new and higher conception of family life. Engels foresaw 
this when he wrote about the future of marriage. 

l.^nin in several of his writings pilloried not only bourgeois hypocrisy 
about sex but its opposite—bourgeois ideas about “free love**—and 
explained the socialist conception of the family and of sex relations. 

Tl.c Central Committee of the Bolshevik Party could well say, on 
International Women’s Day, reviewing the achievements of Soviet 
women, that dicse achievements represent a call and a challenge to the 
women of the whole world. 
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I. EQUAL RIGHTS WITH MEN 

Women in the U.S.S.R. are accorded equal rights with men in 
all spheres of economic, government, cultural, political and other 
public activity. 

The possibility of exercising these rights is ensured by women 
being accorded an equal right with men to wor\, payment for 
wor\, rest and leisure, social insurance and education, and by 
State protection of the interests of mother and child, State aid 
to mothers of large families and unmarried mothers, maternity 
leave with full pay, and the provision of a wide network of matern¬ 
ity homes, nurseries and \indergartens. 

(Constitution of the US.S.R., Article 122,) 

* « « 

The Fifth specific feature of the draft of the new Constitution 
is its consistent and thorough-going democratism. From the stand¬ 
point of democratism bourgeois constitutions may be divided into 
two groups. One group of constitutions openly denies, or actually 
nullifies, the equality of rights of citizens and democratic liberties. 
The other group of constitutions readily accepts, and even adver¬ 
tises, democratic principles, but at the same time it makes reserva¬ 
tions and provides for restrictions which utterly mutilate these 
democratic rights and liberties. They speak of equal suffrage 
for all citizens, but at the same time limit it by residential, educa¬ 
tional, and even property qualifications. They speak of equal 
rights for citizens, but at the sime time they make the reservation 
that this docs not apply to women, or applies to them only in 
part. And so on and so forth. 

What distinguishes the draft of the new Constitution of the 
U.S.S.R. is the fact that it is free from such reservations and restric¬ 
tions. For it, there exists no division of citizens into active and 
passive ones; for it, all citizens arc active. It does not recognise 
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any difference in rights as between men and women, “residents" 
and “non-residents", propertied and propertyless, educated and 
uneducated. For it, all citizens have equal rights. It is not pro¬ 
perty status, not national origin, not sex, nor office, but personal 
ability and personal labour, that determines the position of every 
citizen in society. 

(Stalin, On the Draft Constitution of the U.S.S.R,, 1936.) 

2. TASKS OF SOVIET WOMEN'S MOVEMENT 

I SHOULD like to say a few words about the general tasks of the 
working women’s movement in the Soviet Republic; the tasks 
connected with the transition to socialism in general, as well as 
those which are so persistently forcing their way to the forefront 
at the present time. Comrades, the question of the position of 
women was raised by the Soviet government from the very outset. 
In my opinion, the task of every workers’ state that is passing to 
socialism will be of a twofold character. The first part of this task 
is comparatively easy and simple. It is connected with the old laws 
which placed women in an inferior position as compared with 
men. 

Long, long ago, the representatives of all liberation movements 
in Western Europe not only for decades but for centuries 
demanded the abolition of these obsolete laws and the establishment 
of legal equality between men and women. But not a single 
European democratic state, not one of the most advanced republics, 
has succeeded in achieving this, because where capitalism exists, 
where the private ownership of the land, the private ownership 
of factories and works is preserved, where the power of capital is 
preserved, men will retain their privileges. We succeeded in 
achieving this in Russia only because on November 7 (October 25), 
1917, the power of the workers was established. From the very 
outset the Soviet government set itself the aim of existing as the 
government of the toilers opposed to all exploitation. It set itself 
the aim of destroying the possibility of the landlords and capitalists 
exploiting the toilers, of destroying the rule of capital. The aim 
of the Soviet government was to create the conditions in which 
the toilers could build their own lives without the private owner- 
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ship of the land, without the private ownership of the factories and 
works, without that private ownership which everywhere, all over 
the world, even where complete political lilxirty reigns, even in 
the most democratic republics, actually placed the toilers in con¬ 
ditions of poverty and wage slavery, and placed women in a 
position of double slavery. 

The Soviet government, as the government of the toilers, 
during the very first months of its existence, brought about a com¬ 
plete revolution in the laws affecting women. Of the laws which 
placed women in a subordinate position, not a trace has been left 
in the Soviet Republic. I speak precisely of those laws which 
particularly took advantage of woman’s weaker position and put 
her in an inferior and often in a degrading position; I refer to the 
divorce laws, the laws concerning children born out of wedlock, 
the right of a woman to sue the father of her child for maintenance. 

It is precisely in this sphere that in bourgeois law one must say, 
even in the most advanced countries, advantage is taken of 
woman’s weaker position to make her inferior and to degrade her; 
and it is precisely in this sphere that the Soviet government has 
destroyed every trace of the old unjust laws, which were intolerable 
for the representatives of the toiling masses. And we can now 
proudly say, without the slightest exaggeration, that except for 
Soviet Russia there is not a single country in the world in which 
there is complete equality between men and women, and in which 
women are not placed in a degraded position, which is particularly 
felt in everyday family life. This was one of our first and most 
important tasks. 

If you happen to come in contact with parties which are hostile 
to the Bolsheviks, or if Russian newspapers published in the regions 
occupied by Kolchak or Denikin happen to fall into your hands, 
or if you happen to speak with people who share the views of these 
newspapers, you will often hear accusations to the effect that the 
Soviet government has violated democracy. 

We, the representatives of the Soviet government, the Bolshevik 
Communists and adherents of Soviet government, are constandy 
being accused of having violated democracy, and the evidence 
advanced to prove this is that the Soviet government dispersed 
the Constituent Assembly. Our usual reply to these charges is: 
the democracy and the Constituent Assembly which arose under 
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the system of private ownership of land—when people were not 
equal, when those who owned capital were the masters and the rest 
worked for them, were their wage slaves—were of no value at all 
to us. Such democracy served as a screen to conceal slavery even in 
the most advanced states. We socialists arc adherents of democracy 
only to the extent that it alleviates the position of the toilers and 
oppressed. All over the world socialism pursues the aim of fight¬ 
ing against all exploitation of man by man. We attach real 
significance to the democracy which serves the exploited, those who 
arc placed in a position of inferiority. If non-toilers arc deprived 
of the franchise, that is real equality. He who docs not work shall 
not cat. In reply to these accusations we say that the question 
that should be put is; How is democracy carried out in this or 
that state? We see that equality is proclaimed in all democratic 
republics, but in civil law, and in the laws governing the position 
of women in the family, in regard to divorce, we see inequality 
and the degradation of women at every step. And we say: This 
is the violation of democracy, and precisely in regard to- the 
oppressed. The Soviet government has applied democracy to a 
greater extent than even the most advanced countries by refraining 
from putting into its laws the slightest hint that women are 
inferior. I repeat, not a single state and not a single legislature has 
done half of what the Soviet government did for women in the 
first months of its existence. 

Of course, laws are not enough, and we cannot under any 
circumstances be satisfied merely with what we say in our laws; 
but we have done all that was expected of us to make women equal 
with men, and we have a right to be proud of what we have done. 
The position of women in Soviet Russia is now an ideal position 
from the point of view of the most advanced states. But we say 
to ourselves: Of course, this is only a beginning. 

As long as women are engaged in housework their position is 
still a restricted one. In order to achieve the complete emancipa¬ 
tion of women and to make them really equal with men, we must 
have social economy, and the participation of women in general 
productive labour. Then women will occupy the same position as 
men. 

This, of course, docs not mean that women must be exactly equal 
with men in productivity of labour, amount of labour, length of 
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the working day, conditions of labour, etc. But it docs mean that 
women shall not be in an oppressed economic position compared 
with men. You all know that, even with the fullest equality, 
women are still in an actual position of inferiority because all 
housework is thrust u|X)n them. Most of this housework is the 
most unproductive, most barbarous and most arduous work that 
women perform. This labour is extremely petty and contains 
nothing that facilitates the development of women. 

In pursuit of our socialist ideals we want to fight for the com¬ 
plete realisation of socialism, and here a wide field of work is 
opened up for women. We arc now seriously preparing to clear 
the ground for socialist construction; and the construction of 
socialist society will commence only when we, having achieved 
the complete equality of women, take up our new work together 
with women who arc emancipated from petty, stultifying, unpro¬ 
ductive work. This work is sufficient to last us for many, many 
years. This work cannot produce such quick results and will not 
create such a striking effect. 

We are establishing model institutions, dining-rooms and creches, 
which will liberate women from housework. And it is is precisely 
the women who must undertake the work of building these institu¬ 
tions. It must be said that at present there are very few institutions 
in Russia that could help the women to liberate themselves from 
their state of domestic slavery. Their number is insignificant, and 
the conditions in which the Soviet Republic is now placed—the 
military and food conditions about which the other comrades have 
spoken to you at length—hinder us in this work. Nevertheless, it 
must be said that the institutions which liberate women from their 
position of domestic slavery are springing up wherever it is possible 
for them to do so. We say that the emancipation of the workers 
must be brought about by the workers themselves, and, similarly, 
the emancipation of women workers must be brought about by 
women workers themselves. Women workers themselves should 
see to the development of such institutions; and their activities in 
this field will lead to a complete change from the position they 
formerly occupied in capitalist society. 

In order to engage in politics in the old capitalist society, special 
training was required; that is why women’s participation in politics, 
even in the most advanced and free capitalist countries, is in- 
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significant. Our task is to make politics accessible to every toiling 
woman. From the moment the private ownership of land and 
factories was abolished, and the power of the landlords and 
capitalists was overthrown, the tasks of politics became simple, 
clear and quite accessible to all the toiling masses, and to the toiling 
women. In capitalist society women arc placed in such an inferior 
position that their participation in politics is insignificant compared 
with that of men. In order to change this state of affairs the rule 
of the toilers is required, and when that is achieved the principal 
tasks of politics will consist of all that which directly concerns the 
fate of the toilers themselves. 

And here the participation of the women workers, not only of 
party and class-conscious women workers, but also of non-party 
and the least classrconscious, is necessary. In this respect the Soviet 
government opens up a wide field of activity for women workers. 

Wc have experienced very hard times in the struggle against the 
forces hostile to Soviet Russia which are marching against us. It 
has been very hard for us to fight in the military field against these 
forces which are waging war against the rule of the toilers, and 
in the food field against the profiteers, because the number of 
people, of toilers, who come forward wholeheartedly to help us by 
their labour, is not yet sufficiently large. And so the Soviet 
government prizes nothing so highly as the assistance of the broad 
masses of non-Party working women. Let them know that in the 
old bourgeois society a complicated training was required in order 
to engage in political activity, and that this was inaccessible to 
women. But the principal aim of political activity in the Soviet 
Republic is to fight against the landlords and the capitalists, to 
fight for the abolition of exploitation; and this opens for the women 
workers in the Soviet Republic a field for political activity which 
will consist of utilising their organising ability to help the men. 

Wc not only need organisational work on a scale affecting mil¬ 
lions, wc also need organisational work on the smallest scale that 
women will also be able to engage in. Women can work amidst 
war conditions, when it is a matter of helping the army, of carry¬ 
ing on agitation in its ranks. Women must take an active part in 
this, so that the Red Army may sec that it is being cared for and 
looked after. Women may also work in the food field, in distri¬ 
buting food, in improving mass catering, in developing the dining- 
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rooms which have now been opened on such a wide scale in 
Petrograd, 

In these fields of activity the working women acquire real 
organisational significance. The participation of women is required 
in the organisation of large experimental enterprises and in super¬ 
vising them so that this shall not be the work of single persons. 
Without the participation of a large number of toiling women in 
this work, it cannot be fulfilled. And working women are quite 
suitable in this field, for such work as supervising the distribution 
of food and seeing that provisions are more easily obtained. This 
is work that non-Party working women can easily do, and this 
work will, in its turn, most of all help to establish socialist society. 

Abolishing the private ownership of land and almost entirely 
abolishing the private ownership of factories and works, the Soviet 
government strives to enlist all toilers not only of the Party, but 
also non-Party, not only men, but also women, in the work of 
economic construction. This work begun by the Soviet govern¬ 
ment can be advanced only when, instead of hundredst of women, 
we have millions and millions of women, all over Russia, taking 
part in it. When that is the case, we are convinced, the work of 
socialist construction will be firmly established. Then the toilers 
will show that they can live and administer without the landlords 
and capitalists. Then socialist construction will be so firmly estab¬ 
lished in Russia that the Soviet Republic will have no cause to fear 
any external enemies in other countries, or enemies within Russia. 

(Lenin, Speech at Non-Party Conference. 

of Women Workers, 1919.) 

3. AGAINST HOUSEHOLD DRUDGERY 

. . , Take the position of women. Not a single democratic party 
in the world, not even in any of the most advanced bourgeois re¬ 
publics, has done in this sphere in tens of years a hundredth part 
of what we did in the very first year we were in power. In the 
literal sense, we did not leave a single brick standing of the desr 
picablc laws which placed women in a state of inferiority com¬ 
pared with men, of the laws restricting divorce, of the disgusting 
formalities attending divorce proceedings, of the laws on illegiti- 
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mate children and on searching for their fathers, etc. To the shame 
of the bourgeoisie and of capitalism, be it said, numerous survivals 
of these laws exist in all civilised countries. We have the right a 
thousand times to be proud of what we have done in this sphere. 
But the more thoroughly we have cleared the ground of the lumber 
of the old, bourgeois, laws and institutions, the more apparent has 
it become to us that we have only cleared the ground for the struc¬ 
ture; the structure itself has not been built yet. 

Notwithstanding all the liberating laws that have been passed, 
woman continues to be a domestic slave, because petty housewor\ 
crushes, strangles, stultifies and degrades her, chains her to the 
kitchen and to the nursery, and wastes her labour on barbarously 
unproductive, petty, nerve-racking, stultifying and crushing drud¬ 
gery. The real emancipation of women, real Communism, will 
begin only when a mass struggle (led by the proletariat which is 
in power) is started against this petty domestic economy, or rather 
when it is transformed on a mass scale into large-scale socialist 
economy. 

Do we in practice devote sufficient attention to this question, 
which, theoretically, is indisputable for every Communist? Of 
course not. Do we devote sufficient care to the young shoots of 
Communism which have already sprung up in this sphere? Again 
we must say emphatically, No! Public dining rooms, creches, 
kindergartens—these arc examples of the shoots, the simple every¬ 
day means, which assume nothing pompous, grandiloquent or 
solemn, but which can in fact emancipate women, which can in 
fact lessen and abolish their inferiority to men in regard to their 
role in social production and in social life. These means are not 
new, they (like all the material prerequisites for socialism) were 
created by large-scale capitalism; but under capitalism they re¬ 
mained, first, a rarity, and second, and what is particularly import¬ 
ant. either profit-malting enterprises, with all the worst features 
of speculation, profiteering, cheating and fraud, or the “acrobatics 
of bourgeois philanthropy”, which the best workers quite righdy 
hated and despised. 

There is no doubt that the number of these institutions in our 
country has greatly increased and that they arc beginning to change 
in character. There is no doubt that there is far more organising 
talent among the working women and peasant women than we are 
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aware of, people who arc able to organise in a practical way and enlist 
large numbers of workers, and a still larger number of consumers, 
for this purpose without the abundance of phrases, fuss, squabbling 
and chatter about plans, systems, etc., which our swelled-headed 
“intelligentsia” or half-baked “Communists” always suffer from. 
But wc do not nurse these new shoots with sufficient care. 

Lxx)k at the bourgeoisie! How well it is able to advertise what 
it requires! See how what the capitalists regard as “model” enter' 
prises are praised in millions of copies of their newspapers; see how 
“model” bourgeois enterprises are transformed into objects of 
national pride! Our press does not take the trouble, or hardly 
takes the trouble, to describe the best dining rooms or erkhes, to 
secure by daily exhortation the transformation of some of them 
into models. It docs not give them enough publicity, docs not 
describe in detail what saving in human labour, what conveniences 
for the consumer, what a saving in products, what emancipation 
of women from domestic slavery and what an improvement in 
sanitary conditions can be achieved with exemplary communist 
labour for the whole of society, for all the toilers. 

(Lenin, A Great Beginning, June 28, 1919.) 


4. FREEDOM FOR THE OPPRESSED SEX 

The second anniversary of the Soviet power is a fitting occasion 
for us to review what has, in general, been accomplished during 
this period, and to probe into the significance and aims of the revo¬ 
lution which we accomplished. 

The bourgeoisie and its supporters accuse us of violating demo¬ 
cracy. Wc maintain that the Soviet revolution has given an unpre¬ 
cedented stimulus to the development of democracy both in depth 
and breadth, of democracy, moreover, distinctly for the toiling 
masses, who had been oppressed under capitalism; consequently, 
of democracy for the vast majority of the people, of socialist demo¬ 
cracy (for the toilers) as distinguished from bourgeois democracy 
(for the exploiters, the capitalists, the rich). 

Who is right ? 

To probe deeply into this question and to understand it well 
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will mean studying the experience of these two years and l)cing heu 
ter prepared to further follow up this experience. 

The position of women furnishes a particularly graphic clucida- 
tion of the difference between l)ourgcois and socialist democracy, 
it furnishes a particularly graphic answer to the question posed. 

In no bourgeois republic (i.c., where there is private ownership 
of the land, factories, works, shares, etc.), be it even the most 
democratic republic, nowhere in the world, not even in the most 
advanced country, have women gained a position of complete 
equality. And this, notwithstanding the fact that more than one 
and a quarter centuries have elapsed since the (Jreat French (bour¬ 
geois-democratic) Revolution. 

In words, bourgeois democracy promises equality and liberty. In 
fact, not a single bourgeois republic, not even the most advanced 
one, has given the feminine half of the human race either full legal 
equality with men or freedom from the guardianship and oppres¬ 
sion of men. 

Bourgeois democracy is democracy of pompous phrases, solemn 
words, exuberant promises and the high-sounding slogans of free¬ 
dom and equality. But, in fact, it screens the non-freedom and 
inferiority of women, the non-freedom and inferiority of the toilers 
and exploited. 

Soviet, or socialist, democracy sweeps aside the pompous, but 
lying, words, declares ruthless war on the hypocrisy of the “demo¬ 
crats’*, the landlords, capitalists or well-fed peasants who are mak¬ 
ing money by selling their surplus bread to hungry workers at 
profiteering prices. 

Down with this contemptible fraud! There cannot be, nor is 
there nor will there ever be “equality” between the oppressed and 
the oppressors, between the exploited and the exploiters. There can¬ 
not be, nor is there nor will there ever be real “freedom” as long as 
there is no freedom for women from the privileges which the law 
grants to men, as long as there is no freedom for the workers from 
the yoke of capital, and no freedom for the toiling peasants from 
the yoke of the capitalists, landlords and merchants. 

Let the liars and hypocrites, the dull-witted and blind, the bour¬ 
geois and their supporters hoodwink the people with talk about 
freedom in general, about equality in general, about democracy in 
general. 
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Wc say to the workers and {Kasants: Tear the masks from the 
faces of these liars, open the eyes of these blind ones. Ask them : 

“Ecjuality between what sex and what other sex? 

“Between what nation and what other nation? 

‘'Between what class and what other class} 

“Freedom from what yoke, or from the yoke of what class? Free¬ 
dom for what class?** 

Whoever speaks of politics, of democracy, of liberty, of equality, 
of socialism, and does not at the same time as!^ these questions, 
does not put them in the foreground, does not fight against con¬ 
cealing, hushing up and glossing over these questions, is one of the 
worst enemies of the toilers, is a wolf in shccp*s clothing, is a bitter 
opponent of the workers and peasants, is a servant of the landlords, 
tsars, capitalists. 

In the course of two years Soviet power in one of the most back¬ 
ward countries of Europe did more to emancipate women and to 
make their status equal to that of the “strong** sex than all the 
advanced, enlightened, “democratic** republics of the world did in 
the course of 130 years. 

Enlightenment, culture, civilisation, liberty—in all capitalist, 
bourgeois republics of the world all these fine words arc combined 
with extremely infamous, disgustingly filthy and brutally coarse 
laws in which woman is treated as an inferior being, laws dealing 
with marriage rights and divorce, with the inferior status of a 
child born out of wedlock as compared with that of a “legitimate** 
child, laws granting privileges to men, laws that arc humiliating 
and insulting to women, 

The yoke of capital, the tyranny of “sacred private property**, 
the despotism of philistine stupidity, the greed of petty proprietors 
—these arc the things that prevented the most democratic bourgeois 
republics from infringing upon those filthy and infamous laws. 

The Soviet Republic, the republic of workers and peasants, 
promptly wiped out these laws and left not a stone in the structure 
of bourgeois fraud and bourgeois hypocrisy. 

Down with this fraud! Down with the liars who arc talking of 
freedom and equality jor all, while there is an oppressed sex, while 
there arc oppressor classes, while there is private ownership of 
capital, of shares, while there arc the well-fed with their surplus 
of bread who keep the hungry in bondage. Not freedom for all, 
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not equality for all, but a fight against the oppressors and exploiters, 
the abolition of every possibility of oppression and exploitation— 
that is our slogan I 

Freedom and equality for the oppressed sex! 

Freedom and equality for the workers, for the toiling peasants! 

A fight against the oppressors, a fight against the capitalists, a 
fight against the profiteering kulaks! 

That is our fighting slogan, that is our proletarian truth, the 
truth of the struggle against capital, the truth which we flung in 
the face of the world of capital with its honeyed, hypocritical, pom¬ 
pous phrases about freedom and equality in general, about freedom 
and equality for all. 

And for the very reason that we have torn down the mask of this 
hypocrisy, that we are introducing with revolutionary energy free¬ 
dom and equality for the oppressed aixl for the toilers, against 
the oppressors, against the capitalists, against the kulaks—for this 
very reason the Soviet government has Income so dear to the hearts 
of workers of the whole world. 

It is for this very reason that, on the second anniversary of the 
Soviet power, the sympathies of the masses of the workers, the 
sympathies of the oppressed and exploited in every country of the 
world, are with us. 

It is for this very reason that, on this second anniversary of the 
Soviet power, despite hunger and cold, despite all our tribulations, 
which have been caused by the imperialists’ invasion of the Russian 
Soviet Republic, we are full of firm faith in the justice of our cause, 
of firm faith in the inevitable victory of Soviet power all over the 
world. 


(Lenin, Pravda, November 6, 1919.) 

5. ELECT MORE WOMEN WORKERS 

Comrades, the elections to the Moscow Soviet show that the Party 
of the Communists is gaining strength among the working class. 

It is essential that women workers take a greater part in the elec¬ 
tions. The Soviet government was the first and only government in 
the world to abolish completely all the old, bourgeois, infamous 
laws which placed women in an inferior position compared with 
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men and which granted privileges to men, as, for instance^ in the 
sphere of marriage laws or in the sphere of the legal attitude to 
children. The Soviet government was the first and only govern¬ 
ment in the world which, as a government of the toilers, abolished 
all the privileges connected with property, which men retained in 
the family laws of all bourgeois republics, even the most democratic. 

Where there arc landlords, capitalists and merchants, there can 
be no equality between women and men even in law. 

Where there are no landlords, capitalists and merchants, where 
the government of the toilers is building a new life without these 
exploiters, there equality between women and men exists in law. 

But that is not enough. 

It is a far cry from equality in law to equality in life. 

We want women workers to achieve equality with men workers 
not only in law, but in life as well. For this, it is essential that 
women workers take an ever increasing part in the administration 
of public enterprises and in the administration of the state. 

By engaging in the work of administration women will learn 
quickly and they will catch up with the men. 

Therefore, elect more women workers, both Communist and 
non-Party, to the Soviet. If she is only an honest woman worker 
who is capable of managing work sensibly and conscientiously, it 
makes no difference if she is not a member of the Party—elect her 
to the Moscow Soviet. 

Let there be more women workers in the Moscow Soviet! Let 
the Moscow proletariat show that it is prepared to do and is doing 
everything for the fight to victory, for the fight against the old 
inequality, against the old, bourgeois, humiliation of women! 

The proletariat cannot achieve complete freedom, unless it 
achieves complete freedom for women. 

(Lenin, February 21, 1920.) 


6. REAL NOT FORMAL EQUALITY 

Capitalism combines formal equality with economic and, conse¬ 
quently, social inequality. This is one of the principal distinguish¬ 
ing features of capitalism, one that is mendaciously screened by the 
supporters of the bourgeoisie, the liberals, and that is not under- 
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Stood bv the petty-bourgeois democrats. Out of this distinguishing 
feature of capitalism, by the way, the necessity arises, while fight¬ 
ing resolutely for economic equality, openly to recognise capitalist 
inequality and, under certain conditions, even to include this open 
recognition of inequality as a basis for the proletarian state organ¬ 
isation (the Soviet Constitution). 

But capitalism cannot be consistent even with regard to formal 
equality (equality before the law, “equality” between the well-fed 
and the hungry, between the property-owner and the property-less). 
And one of the most flagrant manifestations of this inconsistency is 
the inferior position of woman compared with man. Not a single 
bourgeois state, not even the most progressive, republican demo¬ 
cratic state, has brought about complete equality of rights. 

But the Soviet Republic of Russia promptly wiped out, without 
any exception, every trace of inequality in the legal status of women, 
and secured her complete equality in its laws. 

It is said that the level of culture is best characterised by the legal 
status of woman. There is a grain of profound truth in this saying. 
From this point of view, only the dictatorship of the proletariat, 
only the socialist state, could achieve and did achieve a higher level 
of culture. 

Therefore, the foundation (and consolidation) of the first Soviet 
Republic—and alongside and in connection with this, the Q^mmun- 
ist International—inevitably lends a new, unparalleled, powerful 
impetus to the working women’s movement. 

For, when we speak of those who, under capitalism, were directly 
or indirectly, wholly or partially oppressed, it is precisely the Soviet 
system, and the Soviet system only, that secures democracy. This 
is clearly demonstrated by the position of the working class and the 
poor peasants. It is clearly demonstrated by the position of women. 

But the Soviet system represents the final decisive conflict for 
the abolition of classes, for economic and social equality. For us, 
democracy, even democracy for those who were oppressed under 
capitalism, including democracy for the oppressed sex, is inade¬ 
quate. 

The working women’s movement has for its objective the fight for 
the economic and social, and not merely formal, equality of woman. 
The main task is to draw the women into socially productive labour, 
extricate them from “domcatic slavery”, free them of their stultify- 
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ing and humiliating resignation to the perpetual and exclusive 
atmosphere of the kitchen and nursery. 

It is a long struggle, requiring a radical remaking both of social 
technique and of customs. But this struggle will end with the com¬ 
plete triumph of communism. 


(Lenin, March 4, 1920.) 

7. THE POLITICAL EDUCATION OF WOMEN 

It is five years since the Central Committee of our Party convened 
in Moscow the All-Russian women workers’ and peasants’ con¬ 
gress. Over a thousand delegates, representing one million work¬ 
ing women, gathered for the congress. This congress was a land¬ 
mark in the work of our Party among working women. The 
incalculable service rendered by this congress was to lay the 
foundation for the organisation of the political education of our 
Republic’s women workers and peasants. 

Some may think that there is nothing out of the ordinary in 
this, since the Party has always carried out political education 
among the masses, including women, or it may be thought that 
the political education of women can have no real importance 
since we shall soon have united worker and peasant cadres. Such 
opinions arc fundamentally incorrect. 

The political education of working women is of primary import¬ 
ance today when power has passed into the hands of the workers 
and peasants. Let me demonstrate the reason. 

Our country has a population of nearfy 140 million and no less 
than half arc women, mainly women workers and peasants, back¬ 
ward, downtrodden and with little political consciousness. 

If our country has begun the construction of the new Soviet life 
in earnest, then surely it is clear that the women of this country, 
constituting half its population, would act as a drag on any advance 
if they remained backward, downtrodden and politically undo^ 
vclopcd in the future also.^ 

The women worker stands shoulder to shoulder with the man 
worker. She works with him on the common task of building our 
industry. She can help the common cause if she is politically con¬ 
scious and politically educated. But she can ruin the common 
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cause if she is downtrodden and Ixickward, not, of course, as a 
result of her ill-will, but because of her backwardness. 

The peasant woman stands shoulder to shoulder with the peas¬ 
ant. She advances, together with him, the common cause of the 
development of our agriculture, its successes and its flourishing. 

She can make an enormous contribution in this cause if she 
frees herself of backwardness and ignorance. And the contrary is 
also the ease: she could act as a brake on the whole cause if she 
remains a slave to ignorance in the future also. 

Women workers and peasants arc free citizens on an equal 
footing with men workers and peasants. The women elect our 
Soviets and our co-operatives and can be elected to these organs. 
Women workers and peasants can improve our Soviets and co¬ 
operatives, strengthen and develop them if they arc politically 
literate. Women workers and peasants can weaken and undermine 
these organisations if they are backward and ignorant. 

Finally, women workers and peasants arc mothers who bring 
up our youth—the future of our country. They can cripple the 
spirit of a child or give us youth with a healthy spirit, capable 
of taking our country forward. All this depends on whether the 
woman and mother has sympathy for the Soviet system or whether 
she trails in the wake of the priest, the kulak or the bourgeois. 

That is why the political education of women workers and 
peasants is a task of primary importance, a most important task for 
real victory over the bourgeoisie today, when the workers and 
peasants have set about the building of a new life. That is why 
the importance of the first women workers’ and peasants’ congress, 
which laid the foundations for the task of politically educating 
working women, is really quite inestimable. 

Five years ago at that congress, the current task of the Party 
was to draw hundreds of thousands of wording women into the 
common task of building a new Soviet life. In the forefront of 
this task there stood women workers from the industrial areas, 
since they were the most lively and conscious elements among 
working women. It may be said that a good deal has been done 
in this respect in the past five years, although much still remains 
to be done. 
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Today, the Party’s current task is to draw into the common 
cause of organising our Soviet life millions of peasant women. 

Five years of work have already produced a whole number 
of leading personnel who have emerged from among the peasantry. 

Let us ho|)e that the ranks of the leading women peasants will 
\yc swelled by the addition of fresh, politically conscious, peasant 
women. Let us hope that the Party will solve this problem also. 

(Stalin, On ^th Anniversary of First Women 
Woriters' and Peasants' Congress, 1923. 


65 



II. THE RELATIONS OF THE SEXES 


I. THE FUTURE OF MARRIAGE 

We thus have three principal forms of marriage which correspond 
broadly to the three principal stages of human development. For 
the period of savagery, group marriage; for barbarism, pairing mar¬ 
riage; for civilisation, monogamy supplemented by adultery and 
prostitution. Between pairing marriage and monogamy intervenes 
a period in the upper stage of barbarism when men have female 
slaves at their command and polygamy is practised. 

As our whole presentation has shown, the progress which mam 
fests itself in these successive forms is connected with the peculi¬ 
arity that women, but not men, are increasingly deprived of the 
sexual freedom of group marriage. In fact, for men group mar¬ 
riage actually still exists even to this day. What for the woman is 
a crime entailing grave legal and social consequences, is considered 
honourable in a man or at the worst as a slight moral blemish, 
which he cheerfully bears. But the more the hetasrism of the past 
is changed in our time by capitalist commodity production and 
brought into conformity with it, the more, that is to say, it is trans¬ 
formed into undisguised prostitution, the more demoralising arc 
its effects. And it demoralises men far more than women. Among 
women, prostitution degrades only the unfortunate ones who be¬ 
come its victims, and even these by no means to the extent com¬ 
monly believed. But it degrades the character of the whole male 
world. A long engagement, particularly, is in nine cases out of 
ten a regular preparatory school for conjugal infidelity. 

We arc now approaching a social revolution in which the econ¬ 
omic foundations of monogamy as they have existed hitherto will 
disappear just as surely as those of its complement, prostitution. 
Monogamy arose from the concentration of considerable wealth in 
the hands of a single individual —a man—and from the need to 
bequeath this wealth to the children of that man and of no other. 
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For this purpose, the monogamy of the woman was required, 
not that of the man, so this monogamy of the woman did not in 
any way interfere with open or concealed polygamy on the part 
of the man. But by transforming by far the greater portion, at 
any rate, of permanent, heritable wealth—the means of production 
—into social property, the coming social revolution will reduce to 
a minimum all this anxiety about bequeathing and inheriting. 
Having arisen from economic causes, will monogamy then disap¬ 
pear when these causes disappear 

One might answer, not without reason : far from disappearing, 
it will, on the contrary, be realised completely. For with the trans¬ 
formation of the means of production into social property there will 
disappear also wage labour, the proletariat, and therefore the neces¬ 
sity for a certain—statistically calculable—number of women to 
surrender themselves for money. Prostitution disappears; mono¬ 
gamy, instead of collapsing, at last becomes a reality—also for men. 

INDIN’IDUAL SEX-LOVE 

In any case, therefore, the position of men will be very much 
altered. But the position of women, of aU women, also undergoes 
significant change. With the transfer of the means of production 
into common ownership, the single family ceases to be the econ¬ 
omic unit of society. Private housekeeping is transformed into a 
social industry. The care and education of the children becomes 
a public affair; society looks after all children alike, whether they 
arc legitimate or not. This removes all the anxiety about the “con¬ 
sequences”, which today is the most essential social—moral as well 
as economic—factor that prevents a girl from giving herself com¬ 
pletely to the man she loves. Will not that suffice to bring about 
the gradual growth of unconstrained sexual intercourse and with 
it a more tolerant public opinion in regard to a maiden’s honour 
and a woman’s shameAnd, finally, have we not seen that in 
the modern world monogamy and prostitution are indeed contra¬ 
dictions, but inseparable contradictions, poles of the same state of 
society? Can prostitution disappear without dragging monogamy 
with it into the abyss? 

Here a new clement comes into play, an clement which, at the 
time when monogamy was developing, existed at most in germ: 
individual sex-love. 
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Before the middle ages we cannot speak of individual sex-love. 
That personal beauty, close intimacy, similarity of tastes and so 
forth awakened in people of opposite sex the desire for sexual inter¬ 
course, that men and women were not totally indifferent regarding 
the partner with whom they entered into this most intimate rela¬ 
tionship—that goes without saying. Rut it is still a very long 
way to our sexual love. Throughout the whole of antiquity, mar¬ 
riages were arranged by the parents, and the partners calmly 
accepted their chpice. What litde love there was between husband 
and wife in antiquity is not so much subjective inclination as 
objective duty, not the cause of the marriage, but its corollary. Love 
relationships in the modern sense only occur in antiquity outside 
official society. The shepherds of whose joys and sorrows in love 
Theocritus and Moscus sing, the Daphnis and Chloc of Longus, 
are all slaves, who have no part in the state, the free citizen’s sphere 
of life. Except among slaves, we find love affairs only as products 
of the disintegration of the old world, and carried on with women 
who also stand outside official society, with hetairai —that is, w'ith 
foreigners or freed slaves: in Athens from the eve of its decline, 
in Rome under the Caesars. If there were any real love affairs 
between free men and free women, these occurred only in the 
course of adultery. And to the classical love poet of antiquity, 
old Anacreon, sexual love in our sense mattered so little that it 
did not even matter to him which sex his beloved was. 

Our sexual love differs essentially from the simple sexual desire, 
the Eros, of the ancients. In the first place, it assumes that the 
person loved returns the love; to this extent the woman is on an 
equal footing with the man, whereas in the Eros of antiquity she 
was often not even asked. Secondly, our sexual love has a degree 
of intensity and duration which makes both lovcns feel that non¬ 
possession and separation arc a great, if not the greatest, calamity; 
to possess one another, they risk high stakes, even life itself; in 
the ancient world this happened only, if at all, in adultery. And, 
finally, there arises a new moral standard in the judgment of a 
sexual relationship. We do not only ask, was it within or outside 
marriage.? but also, did it spring from love and reciprocated love 
or not? Of course, this new .standard has fared no better in feudal 
or bourgeois practice than all the other standards of morality—it 
is ignored. But neither docs it fare any worse. It is recognised 
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just as much as they arc—in theory, on paper. And for the pre¬ 
sent it cannot ask anytJiing more. 

At the point where antiquity broke off its advance to sexual love, 
the middle ages took it up again : in adultery. We have already 
described tlie knightly love which gave rise to the songs of dawn. 
From the love which strives to break up marriage to the love which 
is to be its foundation there is still a long road, which chivalry 
never fully traversed. Even when we pass from the frivolous 
Latins to the virtuous Germans, we hnd in the Nibelungcnlied that 
although in her heart Kriemhild is as much in love with Siegfried 
as he is with her, yet when Gunther announces that he has prom¬ 
ised her to a knight he does not name, she simply replies: *‘You 
have no need to ask me; as you bid me, so will I ever whom 
you, lord, give me as husband, him will I gladly take in troth.” 
It never enters her head that her love can be even considered. Gun¬ 
ther asks for Briinhild in marriage, and Etzcl for Kriemhild, thougli 
they have never seen them; similarly, in Gutrun, Sigebant of Ire¬ 
land asks for the Norwegian Ute, whom he has never seen, Hctcl 
of Hegelingen for Hilde of Ireland, and, finally, Siegfried of Moor¬ 
land, Hartmut of Ormany and Herwig of Seeland for Outrun, and 
here Gutrun*s acceptance of Herwig is for the first time voluntary. 
As a rule, the young prince’s bride is selected by his parents, if 
they are still living, or, if not, by the prince himself, with the 
advice of the great feudal lords, who have a weighty word to say 
in all these cases. Nor can it be otherwise. For the knight or 
baron, as for the prince of the land himself, marriage is a political 
act, an opportunity to increase power by new alliances; the interest 
of the house must be decisive, not the wishes of an individual. 
What chance then is there for love to have the final word in the 
making of a marriage? 


MARRIAGE CONTRACT 

The same thing holds for the guild member in the mediaeval 
towns. The very privileges protecting him, the guild charters with 
all their clauses and rubrics, the intricate distinction legally 
separating him from other guilds, from the members of his own 
guild or from his journeymen and apprentices, already made the 
circle narrow enough within which he could look for a suitable 
wife. And who in the circle was the most suitable, was decided 
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under this complicated system most certainly not by his individual 
preference, but by the family interests. 

In the vast majority of eases, therefore, marriage remained, up 
to the close of the middle ages, what it had been from the start 
—a matter which was not decided by the partners. In the begin¬ 
ning, people were already born married—^married to an entire 
group of the opposite sex. In the later forms of group marriage 
similar relations probably existed, but with the group continually 
contracting. In the pairing marriage it was customary for the 
mothers to settle the marriages of their children; here, too, the 
decisive considerations are new ties of kinship, which arc to give 
the young pair a stronger position in the gens and tribe. And 
when, with the preponderance of private over communal property 
and the interest in its bcqueathal, fathcr-right and monogamy 
gained supremacy, the dependence of marriages on economic con¬ 
siderations became complete. The form of marriage by purchase 
disappears, the actual practice is steadily extended until not only 
the woman but also the man acquires a price—not according to 
his personal qualities, but according to his property. That the 
mutual affection of the people concerned should be the one para¬ 
mount reason for marriage, outweighing everything else, was and 
always had been absolutely unheard of in the practice of the ruling 
classes; that sort of thing only happened in romance—or among 
the oppres.sed classes, who did not count. 

Such was the state of things encountered by capitalist production 
when it began to prepare itself, after the epoch of geographical dis¬ 
coveries, to win world power by world trade and manufacture. 
One would suppose that this manner of marriage exactly suited it, 
and so it did. And yet—there arc no limits to the irony of history 
—capitalist production itself was to make the decisive breach in it. 
By changing all things into commodities, it dissolved all inherited 
and traditional relationships, and, in place of time-honoured cus¬ 
tom and historic right, it set up purchase and sale, “free** con¬ 
tract. And the English jurist, H. S. Maine, thought he had made 
a tremendous discovery when he said that our whole progress in 
comparison with former epochs consisted in the fact that we had 
passed *Trom status to contract’’, from inherited to freely con¬ 
tracted conditions—which, in so far as it is correct, was already 
in The Communist Manifesto. 


70 



THE RELATIONS OF THE SEXES 

But a contract requires people who can dispose freely of their 
persons, actions and possessions, and meet each other on the foot¬ 
ing of equal rights. To create these “free” and “equal” people 
was one of the main tasks of capitalist production. Even though 
at the start it was carried out only half-consciously, and under a 
religious disguise at that, from the time of the Lutheran and Cal¬ 
vinist Reformation the principle was established that man is only 
fully responsible for his actions when he acts with complete free¬ 
dom of will, and that it is a moral duty to resist all coercion to 
an immoral act. But how did this fit in with the hitherto exist¬ 
ing practice in the arrangement of marriage.? Marriage, accord¬ 
ing to the bourgeois conception, was a contract, a legal transaction, 
and the most important one of all, because it disposed of two 
human beings, body and mind, for life. Formally, it is true, the 
contract at that time was entered into voluntarily; without the 
assent of the persons concerned, nothing could be done. But every¬ 
one knew only too well how this assent was obtained and who 
were the real contracting parties in the marriage. But if real free¬ 
dom of decision was required for all other contracts, then why not 
for this? Had not the two young people to be coupled also the 
right to dispose freely of themselves, of their bodies and organs? 
Had not chivalry brought sex-love into fashion, and was not its 
proper bourgeois form, in contrast to chivalry’s adulterous love, the 
love of husband and wife? And if it was the duty of married 
people to love each other, was it not equally the duty of lovers to 
marry each other and nobody else? Did not this right of the lovers 
stand higher than the right of parents, relations and other tradi¬ 
tional marriage-brokers and matchmakers? If the right of free, 
personal discrimination broke boldly into the Church and religion, 
how should it halt before the intolerable claim of the older genera¬ 
tion to dispose of the body, soul, property, happiness and unhap¬ 
piness of the younger generation? 

These questions inevitably arose at a time which was loosening 
all the old tics of society and undermining all traditional concep¬ 
tions. The world had suddenly grown almost ten times bigger; 
instead of one quadrant of a hemisphere, the whole globe lay before 
the gaze of the West Europeans, who hastened to take the other 
seven quadrants into their possession. And with the old narrow 
barriers of their homeland fell also the thousand-year-old barriers 
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of the prescribed medieval way of thought. To the outward and 
the inward eye of man opened an infinitely wider horizon. What 
did a young man care about the approval of respectability, or 
honourable guild privileges handed down lor gcuerations, when the 
wealth of India [reckoned to him, the gold and the silver mines of 
Mexico and Potosis? For the bourgeoisie, it was the time of 
knight-errantry; they, too, had their romance and their raptures 
of love, but on a bourgeois footing and, in the last analysis, with 
bourgeois aims. 

So it came about that the rising bourgeoisie, especially in Pro¬ 
testant countries, where existing conditions had been most severely 
shaken, increasingly recognised freedom of contract also in mar¬ 
riage, and carried it into effect in the manner descrilied. Marriage 
remained class marriage, but within the class the partners were 
conceded a certain degree of freedom of choice. And on paper, in 
ethical theory and in poetic description, nothing was more 
immutably established than that every marriage is immoral which 
does not rest on mutual sexual love and really free agreement of 
husband and wife. In short, the love marriage was proclaimed as 
a human right, and indeed not only as a droit de Vhomme, one of 
the rights of man, but also, for once in a way, as one of the rights 
of woman. 

This human right, however, differed in one respect from all other 
so-called human rights. While the latter, in practice, remain 
restricted to the ruling class (the bourgeoisie), and arc directly or 
indircedy curtailed for the oppressed class (the proletariat), in the 
case of the former the irony of history plays another of its tricks. 
The ruling class remains dominated by the familiar economic 
influences and therefore only in exceptional cases docs it provide 
instances of really freely contracted marriages, while among the 
oppressed class, as we have seen, these marriages are the rule. 

THE FUTURE 

Full freedom of marriage can therefore only be generally estab¬ 
lished when the abolition of capitalist production and of the pro¬ 
perty relations created by it has removed all the accompanying 
economic considerations which still exert such a powerful influence 
in the choice of a marriage partner. For there is no other motive 
left except mutual inclination. 
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And as sexual love is by its nature exclusive—although at present 
this exclusiveness is fully realised only in the woman—the marriage 
based on sexual love is by its nature individual marriage. We have 
seen how right Bachofen was in regarding the advance from group 
marriage to individual marriage as primarily due to the women. 
Only the step from pairing marriage to monogamy can be put 
down to the credit of the men, and historically the essence of this 
was to make the position of the women worse and the infidelities of 
the men easier. If now the economic considerations also disappear 
which made women put up with the habitual infidelity of their 
husbands—concern for their own means of existence and still more 
for their children’s future—then, according to all previous experi¬ 
ence, the equality of woman thereby achieved will tend infinitely 
more to make men really monogamous than to make women 
polyandrous. 

But what will quite certainly disappear from monogamy are all 
the features stamped upon it through its origin in property rela¬ 
tions; these are, in the first place, supremacy of the man, and, 
secondly, indissolubility. The supremacy of the man in marriage 
is the simple consequence of his economic supremacy, and with the 
alx)lition of the latter will disappear of itself. The indissolubility ol 
marriage is partly a consequence of the economic situation in which 
monogamy arose, partly tradition from the period when the connec¬ 
tion between this economic situation and monogamy was not yet 
fully understood and was carried to extremes under a religious form. 
Today it is already broken through at a thousand points. It only 
the marriage based on love is moral, then also only the marriage 
in which love continues. But the intense emotion of individual 
sex-love varies very much in duration from one individual to 
another, especially among men, and if affection definitely comes 
to an end or is supplanted by a new passionate love, separation is a 
benefit for both partners as well as for society—only people will 
then be spared having to wade through the useless mire of a divorce 
ease. 

What we can now conjecture about the way in which sexual 
relations will be ordered after the impending overthrow of capitalist 
production is mainly of a negative character, limited for the most 
part to what will disappear. But what will there be new? That 
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will be answered when a new generation has grown up: a genera¬ 
tion of men who never in their lives have known what it is to buy 
a woman’s surrender with money or any other social instrument 
of power; a generation of women who have never known what it 
is to give themselves to a man from any other considerations than 
real love, or to refuse to give themselves to their lover from fear 
of the economic consequences. When these people are in the 
world, they will care precious little what anybody today thinks they 
ought to do; they will make their own practice and their corre^ 
spending public opinion about the practice of each individual— 
and that ^\^1 be the end of it. 

(Engels, Origin of the Family, Ch. II.) 


2 . ^^FRFE LOVE' 

Two letters by Lenin to Inessa Armand 
Dear friend, 

I would very much advise you to be more explicit in the draft 
of your pamphlet; otherwise too much remains unclear. 

I want to express my opinion now on one of the points you 
make. I suggest you entirely throw out paragraph 3 “demand (by 
the woman) for free love”. This is indeed not a proletarian but 
a bourgeois demand. What do you really mean by it.? What can 
one mean by it.? 

(1) Freedom from material (financial) calculations in love.? 
from: 

(2) material cares? 

(3) religious prejudices? 

(4) paternal injunctions, etc.? 

(5) the prejudices of “society”? 

(6) a petty milieu (peasant, petty bourgeois, bourgeois intcUeo 
tual)? 

(7) the toils of the law, the courts, the police? 

(8) serious problems in love 

(9) childbii^ 

(10) that this makes possible adultery, etc. 

I have made a number of points (not all, of course). I don't 
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think you mean points 8 to lo, but rather points i to 7, or sotnch 
thing approximating to [X)ints i to 7. 

For these points i to 7, however, you should choose some other 
connotation, since the term “free love“ does not exaetJy express 
these concepts. 

The public and the readers of the pamphlet will inevitably under¬ 
stand something like points 8 to 10, even if that was not your inten¬ 
tion, Because the noisiest and most talkative classes in contem¬ 
porary society, those of the “social set”, understand by free love 
points 8 to 10, your demand is lx)urgeois, not proletarian. 

For the proletariat the most important points are, firstly i and 
2, and then i to 7, but these do not really embody the term “tree 
love”. 

The question is not what “you would like to understand” by 
tliis subjectively. The question is the objective logic of class rela¬ 
tions in love. 

(Jan. 17, 1915.) 


Dear friend. 

Please forgive the delay in replying to your letter. I wanted to 
reply yesterday but, being detained, had no time to write. 

As regards the pamphlet draft, I found that the “demand for 
free love” was unclear, and that independent of your will or 
desire (which point I underlined when I said—the question is 
one of objective class relations and not a question of your subjec¬ 
tive desires)—^the demand will appear in contemporary social con¬ 
ditions a bourgeois and not a proletarian demand. You do not 
agree. All right. Let’s study the matter once again. 

Concretely; I listed 10 possible interpretations (interpretations in¬ 
evitable in conditions of class struggle) and I commented that 
interpretations i to 7 would, in my opinion, be typical or character¬ 
istic for working-class women and 8 to 10 for bourgeois women. 
If this is to be denied, you must show: 

(1) that the interpretations are false (then you must find others 
to take their place or reject the false ones); 

(2) that they are incomplete (therefore complete them); 

(3) or that they cannot be divided into proletarian and bourgeois 
interpretations. But you do not do any of these things. 

You don’t touch on points i to 7. I therefore assume that you 
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recognise their correctness (in general)? What you write about 
the prostitution oi women workers and their dependence, “die 
impossibility of saying no'’, is well within points i to 7. On this 
question there is no disagreement whatever between us. You do 
not deny cither that this is a proletarian interpretation. That leaves 
us points 8 to 10. 

You do not entirely “understand them” and you “object ”—“1 
do not understand how one CAN (these arc your words) identify 
(??!!) free love with point 10.” It turns out that I “identify” and 
you are getting ready to rebuke and crush me. What docs this 
mean? 

Bourgeois women understand by free love points 8 to 10—that 
is my thesis. Do you deny this? Tell me then what bourgeois 
ladies understand by free love? You do not tell me. Do not both 
literature and life prove that bourgeois women understand free 
love precisely thus? They fully prove this I You admit this by 
your silence. And since this is the case, arising from the dass 
position of these women, it would be lx)th impossible and naive 
to “deny” this. 

One must make a clear demarcation line and then counterpose 
the proletarian standpoint. It is necessary to take into considera¬ 
tion the objective fact that, otherwise, without such an approach, 
they will extract the relevant passages from your pamphlet, inter¬ 
pret them in their own way, your pamphlet will serve as grist to 
their mill; they will distort your thoughts before the workers, 
sowing confusion among the workers, awakening in them the 
fear that you have perhaps brought them ideas alien to them. And 
in the hands of these women are the gross (crass) newspapers and 
so on. 

And you, completely abandoning the objective and class stand¬ 
point, “attack” me, accuse me of identifying free love with points 
8 to TO. Astounding, simply astounding. . . . 

“Even fleeting passion, a passion liaison” is “more poetic and 
pure” than the “loveless kisses” exchanged as a matter of habit 
between husband and wife. That is what you write. And you 
propose writing this in your pamphlet. Excellent. Is this counter- 
posing logical? 

Loveless kisses which a husband and wife exchange as a matter 
of habit are impure. Agreed. What do you want to make the 
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contrary? A loving kiss, it would appear. No. You make the 
contrary a “passing’' (why passing?) “passion” (why not love?). 
It follows logically that these loveless kisses (since they arc passing) 
arc the contrary of loveless kisses exchanged between husband and 
wife . . . strange! 

Would it not be better in a popular pamphlet to counterpose a 
proletarian civil marriage with love (adding, if you simply must, 
that a transient liaison or passion may be vile or pure), to loveless, 
vile and impure petty bourgeois, intellectual or peasant marriage? 
(Sec points 6 or 5 in my note.) 

You place in opposition to one another not class types but cases, 
which might indeed arise. But is the matter one of cases? If 
you take as your subject-matter the individual case of impure kisses 
in marriage and pure kisses in a transient liaison, it is subject- 
matter for a novel (since a novel carries descriptions of individuals, 
analysis of character, psychology of given types)—but in a 
pamphlet? 

You have grasped excellently my thought on the unsuitable quo¬ 
tation from Key* in saying that it is “stupid” to assume the role 
of a qualified “professor of love”. True. And what about assum¬ 
ing the role of “professor of transient love”? 

I do not want to engage in polemics. I would much rather 
have put this letter aside and waited for our next meeting. But 
I want thd pamphlet to he good and I want no one to be able to 
draw any unpleasant phrases from it for you (a single phrase some¬ 
times has the effect of a spoonful of tar), so that no one can put 
into your mouth words which you did not want to say. 

I am sure that what you have written has been done “without 
meaning to”, and I am sending this letter to you simply so that 
you can study your plan more thoroughly as a result of my letters, 
which is rather better than at the end of a conversation, for the 
plan is a very important thing. 

Don’t you know any French socialist woman? Translate to 
her (as if translating from the English) my points i to 10 and 
your remarks on “transient” love and so on. Watch her and listen 
attentively to her: it is a little experience to know what outside 

• Ellen Key, Swedish woman of letters (1849-1926), who wrote on women's 
questioni and child education and who defended the cause of the workers. 
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people think of things, what their impressions will be and what 
they expect of the pamphlet. 


(January 24, 1915.) 


3. THE RIGHT TO DIVORCE 

P. Kievsxy has failed to understand the difference between slogans 
that “deny” or condemn political evils, and those that condemn 
economic evils. The difference is that certain economic evils are 
inherent in capitalism, no matter what the political superstructure 
may be; that it is economically impossible to abolish these evils 
without abolishing capitalism; and that not a single instance of 
such evils having been abolished can be cited. On the other hand, 
political evils are departures from democracy, which economically 
is quite possible “on the basis of the present system”, i.c., under 
capitalism, and which, in exceptional cases, is carried out under 
capitalism in parts, as it were, one part in one state and one part 
in another. The author has again failed to understand the general 
conditions under which democracy in general is feasible. 

The same holds true with regard to the question of divorce. 
We would remind thei reader that this problem was first raised by 
Rosa Luxemburg in the discussion on the national question. Rosa 
Luxemburg rightly expressed the view that while advocating 
autonomy within a state (for a province, or a region, etc.), we 
Social-Democrats, as centralists, must insist that the most import¬ 
ant questions of state, among which she included divorce legisla¬ 
tion, be decided by the central state authority, the central parlia¬ 
ment. This question of divorce is a striking illustration of the 
fact that one cannot be a democrat and a socialist without 
immediately demanding full freedom of divorce, for the absence 
of such freedom is an additional burden on the oppressed sex, 
woman—^although it is not at all difficult to understand that the 
recognition of the right of women to leave their husbands is not an 
invitation to all wives to do so! 

To this P. Kievsky “replies”: 

“What would be the use of this right (divorce) if in these 
cases (when the wife wants to leave her husband) the wife 
could not exercise it, or if the exercise of this right depended on 
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the will of third persons, or, worse still, if it depended on the will 
of the pretenders to the ‘hand* of that wife? Would we insist on 
the promulgation of such a right? Of course not I’* 

This argument reveals a complete failure to understand the 
relation between democracy in general and capitalism. Under 
capitalism it is usually the ease, and not the exception, that the 
oppressed classes cannot “exercise” their democratic rights. In 
most cases the right to divorce is not exercised under capitalism, 
because the oppressed sex is crushed economically; because, no mat¬ 
ter how democratic the state may be, the woman remains a “domes¬ 
tic slave” under capitalism, a slave of the bedroom, nursery and 
kitchen. The right to elect “our** judges, public officials, teachers, 
jurors, etc., cannot be exercised under capitalism, in the majority 
of cases, because the workers and peasants are economically down¬ 
trodden. The same is true of a democratic republic. Our pro¬ 
gramme “proclaims” the republic as “the sovereignty of the people’* 
although every Social-Democrat knows perfectly well that under 
capitalism the most democratic republic leads merely to the bribery 
of the officials by the lx)urgcoisie and to an alliance between the 
Stock Exchange and the government. 

Only those who are totally incapable of thinking, or those who 
arc entirely unfamiliar with Marxism, will conclude that, there¬ 
fore, a republic is of no use, that freedom of divorce is of no use, 
that democracy is of no use, that self-determination of nations is 
of no use! Marxists know that democracy docs not abolish class 
oppression, but only makes the class struggle dearer, broader, more 
open and sharper; and this is what we want. The more complete 
freedom of divorce is, the clearer will it be to the woman that the 
source of her “domestic slavery” is not the lack of rights, but 
capitalism. The more democratic the system of government is, the 
clearer it will be to the workers that the root of the evil is not the 
lack of rights, but capitalism. The more complete national equality 
is (and it is not complete without freedom of secession), the clearer 
will it be to the workers of the oppressed nation that it is not a 
question of lack of rights, but of capitalism. And so on. 

We say once again : it is unpleasant to repeat the ABC of Marx¬ 
ism over and over again, but what can we do if P. Kievsky does 
not know it? 

P. Kievsky argues about divorce in the same way as, I recollect, 
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Scmkovsky, one of the foreign secretaries of the Organisation Com¬ 
mittee, argued about it in the Paris Golos, It is true, he argued, 
that freedom of divorce is not an invitation to all wives to leave 
their husbands, but if we try to persuade a wife that all other hus¬ 
bands are better than her own, it amounts to the same thing! 

In arguing in this way, Semkovsky forgot that being a crank 
is not in itself a breach of socialist and democratic duty. If 
Semovsky tried to persuade a wife that all other husbands were 
better than her own, nobody would regard this as a breach of 
democratic duty; the most that would be said would be that there 
arc cranks in every big party! But if Semkovsky took it into his 
head to defend, and to describe as a democrat, a man who repu¬ 
diates the right to divorce, who, for example, would go to court, 
or to the police, or to the church to prevent his wife from leaving 
him, we are sure that even the majority of Semkovsky’s colleagues 
in the foreign secretariat would repudiate him, even though they 
are rather poor socialists. 

Both Semovsky and P. Kievsky ‘‘talked” about divorce, revealed 
a lack of understanding, and evaded the essential point of the ques¬ 
tion, viz., that the right to divorce, like all democratic rights under 
capitalism without exception, is difficult to exercise, is conven¬ 
tional, restricted, formal and narrow. Nevertheless, no respectable 
Social-Democrat would consider any one who repudiated this right 
a democrat, let alone a socialist. This is the whole point. “Demo¬ 
cracy” is nothing but the proclaiming and exercising of “rights” 
that are very little and very conventionally exercised under capital¬ 
ism. But unless these rights are proclaimed, unless a struggle for 
immediate rights is waged, unless the masses arc educated in the 
spirit of such a struggle, socialism is impossible. 

(Lenin, A Caricature of Marxism, 1916.) 

4. ON BIRTH CONTROL 

Great interest was aroused and much discussion took place at the 
Pirogov doctors’ congress (1913) on the question of abortion, i.c., 
on the producing of artificial miscarriages. The speaker, Luchkus, 
cited facts showing the very extensive scale of abortion practised 
in contemporary so-called civilised states. 
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In a single year in New York, there were 80,000 abortions, while 
in France there are about 36,000 monthly. In Petersburg the per¬ 
centage of abortions has more than doubled in five years. 

The Pirogov doctors’ congress passed a resolution stating that 
criminal prosecution of the mother for abortion must never take 
place and that doctors should be prosecuted only if they had “mer¬ 
cenary aims’’. 

In the discussion, the majority of speakers sup{X)rting the legal¬ 
isation of abortion, naturally touched also on the question of so- 
called neo-Malthusianism (birth control), and also upon the social 
aspects of the matter. According to the Russf^oye Slovo report, 
Mr. Vigdorchik, for example, stated that one must “welcome con¬ 
traceptive measures’’, while Mr. Astrakhan exclaimed, amid 
thunderous applause : “So we have to persuade mothers to give 
birth to children, so that the latter shall Ixr thrashed in educational 
establishments, take their chance in life and be driven to suicide I*’ 

If it is correctly rejwrted that this declamation by Mr. Astrakhan 
produced very stormy applause, I am not surprised. The audience 
was made up of middle and petty bourgeois with a petty bourgeois 
psychology. What can one expect of them but the most disgusting 
liberalism ? 

For the working class, however, one would be hard put to it 
to find a more graphic expression of the whole reactionary and 
pitiful “social neo-Malthusianism’’ of the phrase cited above, used 
by Mr. Astrakhan. 

“To give birth to children so that they may be thrashed. . . 

Is that the only reason for having children.^ And why not have 
children so that they may fight better and in a more comradely, con¬ 
scious and decisive way than we against the living conditions which 
arc deforming and destroying our generation ? 

Herein lies the fundamental difference between the psychology 
of the peasant, the artisan, the intellectual—in short—the petty 
bourgeois—and the psychology of the proletariat. The petty bour¬ 
geois can see and feel that he is dying, that life is becoming more 
and more difficult, the battle for existence ever more merciless and 
his own and his family’s position more and more insoluble. And 
the petty bourgeois protests against this. 

But how does he protest? 

He protests as the representative of a class which is decaying 
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irrevocably, which is hopeless about its future, a defeated and 
cowardly class. “If only there were fewer children, suffering sor¬ 
rows and hard labour, our poverty and humiliations!”—that is the 
cry of the petty bourgeois. 

The conscious worker is immeasurably far from this standpoint. 
He will not allow his consciousness to be clouded by such snivel- 
ings, however sincere and heartfelt they may be. We workers and 
the great mass of small owners, too, live a life filled with unbearable 
oppression and suffering. Life is more difficult for our generation 
than it was for our fathers. But in one respect we are much more 
fortunate than our fathers. IVe have learnt and are learning rapidly 
to fight. 

And to fight not singly as did the best of our fathers and not 
for deceitful bourgeois slogans, but for our own slogans, the slogans 
of our class. We fight better than our fathers. Our children will 
fight still better and they will win. 

The working class is not dying. It is growing, becoming strong, 
grown up, united; it is learning and becoming tempered in strug¬ 
gle. We are pessimists as regards serfdom, capitalism and small- 
scale production, but ardent optimists about the workers’ move¬ 
ment and its aims. We are already laying the foundations of the 
new building and our children will finish its construction. 

That is why—and that is the only reason—we are unconditional 
enemies of neo-Malthusianism, which is a trend proper to the petty- 
bourgeois couple, hardened and egoistical, who mutter fearfully: 
“Only let us hang on somehow. As for children, we’d better not 
have any.” 

It stands to reason that such an approach docs not in any way 
prevent us from demanding the unconditional repeal of all laws 
persecuting abortion or laws against the distribution of medical 
works on contraceptive measures and so on. Such laws are simply 
the hypocrisy of the ruling classes. These laws do not cure the 
ills of capitalism, but simply turn them into especially malignant 
and cruel diseases for the oppressed masses. 

The freedom of medical propaganda and the protection of the 
elementary democratic rights of men and women citizens is one 
matter. Quite another is the social doctrine of neo-Malthusianism. 

Conscious workers will always wage the most merciless struggle 
against attempts to impose this reactionary and cowardly doctrine 
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on the most advanced and strongest class in contemporary society, 
the class most prepared for great social changes. 

(Lenin, The Wording Class and Neo-Malthusianism, 

Pravda, June 29, 1913.) 
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I. A CHALLENGE TO THE WHOLE WORLD 

The glorious work of Soviet women, builders of socialist industry, 
collective farming, socialist culture, will go down in history for¬ 
ever. With every year the role of women in all spheres of life of 
Soviet society increases. 

Soviet women are taking an active part in administration and in 
state building, which in itself is a vivid proof of the genuine demo¬ 
cracy of the Soviet system : 277 women have been elected Deputies 
of the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R., and more than 1,700 to 
the Supreme Soviets of the Union and Autonomous Republics; 
about half a million women arc Deputies to local Soviets. 

Soviet women are playing a more and more important part in 
socialist industry. Millions of women workers have mastered 
highly skilled trades, and arc untiringly improving their qualifica¬ 
tions and perfecting their skill: 280,000 women arc engineers, 
technicians and skilled factory workers. Hundreds of thousands 
have been awarded Orders and medals. 

Women collective farmers are waging an active struggle for the 
further advancement of agriculture. Many thousands of women 
have charge of collective farms, or lead field teams and manage 
stock-raising farms. Women collective farmers are successfully 
mastering advanced agricultural technique. Tens of thousands of 
women drive tractors, harvester combines and other complex agri¬ 
cultural machines. 

Soviet women are active leaders in Soviet socialist culture, the 
most advanced in the world. Together with the men, they work 
untiringly to increase the spiritual wealth of our people. Widely 
exercising their right to education, women have grown into a great 
cultural force of Soviet society. Forty-four per cent of the total 
number of graduates from higher educational establishments arc 
women. For outstanding work in the sphere of science, inventions, 
literature and art, 237 women have been awarded Stalin prizes. 

84 



W O M E N IN SOCIALIST CON S T R U C T I O N 

Women arc playing an enormous part in public education and 
in public health. 'Idic Soviet State liighly values the fine work of 
women teachers, who are educating our youth in the spirit of high 
ideals, of love for our Motherland, and of women doctors who 
safeguard the health of the population. Scores of thousands of 
women teachers and public health workers have been awarded 
Orders and medals. 

The education of the children is the honourable social duty of 
mothers. Motherhocxl and the rearing of children in the U.S.S.R. 
arc honoured and respected. The Soviet State assigns enormous 
funds to aid mothers with large families and unmarried mothers: 
2,500,000 mothers have been awarded the Order “Motherhood 
Glory’* and the “Motherhood Medal*'. The title “Mother Heroine** 
has been conferred on 28,500 women. 

As a result of the growth of the national economy of the 
U.S.S.R., the material and cultural well-being of Soviet women and 
the entire Soviet people increases from year to year. In the past 
year alone the real wages of manual and office workers have more 
than doubled. The new reduction of prices on consiuner goods 
introduced on March i, is a brilliant testimony to the untirmg con 
cern of the Communist Party and the Soviet government for the 
working people. This price reduction means a further considerable 
rise in the material well-being of Soviet women and of the entire 
population. 

The gains of the Soviet system, the equality of rights of Soviet 
woman, her rapid spiritual and politica’ growth, serve as an in¬ 
spiring challenge to the women of the whole world in their strug¬ 
gle for the happiness of the working people, for the triumph of 
the ideas of socialism and democracy. 

(Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union (Bolsheviks), Statement on International Women's Day, 
March 8, 1949.) 

2. BUILDERS OF SOCIALISM 

We must note as a pleasing fact and as an indication of the pro¬ 
gress of culture in the rural districts, the increased activity of the 
women collective farmers in social and organisational work. We 

85 



WOMEN AND C O M M U N 1 S M 


know, for example, that abemt 6,000 women collective farmers are 
chairmen of collective farms, more than 60,000 are members of the 
management lx)ards of collective farms, 28,000 arc team leaders, 
100,000 arc link organisers, 9,000 arc managers of collective farm 
dairies, and 7,000 are tractor drivers. Needless to say, these figures 
arc incomplete; but even these figures arc sufficient to indicate the 
great progress of culture in the rural districts. 

This fact, comrades, is of tremendous significance. It is of tre¬ 
mendous significance because women represent half the population 
of our country; they represent a huge army of workers, and they 
are called upon to bring up our children, our future generation, 
that is to say, our future. 

That is why we must not permit this huge army of working 
people to linger in darkness and ignorance! That is why we must 
welcome the growling social activity of the working women and 
their promotion to leading posts as an indubitable indication of the 
growth of our culture. 

(Stalin, Report to ijth Party Congress, 1934.) 


3. PEOPLE AND TECHNIQUE 

But modern technique alone will not carry you very far. You may 
have first-class technique, first-class mills and factories, but if you 
have not the people capable of harnessing that technique, you will 
find that your technique is just bare technique. For modern tech¬ 
nique to produce results, people arc required, cadres of working 
men and women capable of taking charge of the technique and 
advancing it. 

The birth and growth of the Stakhanov movement means that 
such cadres have already appeared among the working men and 
women of our country. Some two years ago the Party declared 
that in building new mills and factories and supplying our enter¬ 
prises with modern machinery, we had performed only half the 
job. The Party then declared that enthusiasm for the construc¬ 
tion of new factories must be supplemented by enthusiasm for 
mastering these factories, that only in this way could the job be 
completed. It is obvious that the mastering of this new technique 
and the growth of new cadres have been proceeding during these 
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two years. It is now clear that we already have such cadres. It 
is obvious, that without such cadres, withcjut these new people, we 
would never have had a Stakhanov movement. Hence the new 
people, working men and women, who have mastered tlie new 
technique constitute the force that has shaped and advanced the 
Stakhanov movement. 

Such are the conditions that gave rise to and advanced the 
Stakhanov movement. 

(Stalin, Speech at First All-Union Conference 
of Sta^hanovites, 1935.) 

4. WOMEN COLLECTIVE FARMERS 

Now A few words alx)ut the women, the women collective farmers. 
The woman question in the collective farms is a big question, com¬ 
rades. 1 know that many of you under-rate the women and even 
laugh at them. That is a mistake, comrades, a serious mistake. 
The point is not only that women comprise half the population. 
Primarily, the point is that the collective farm movement has 
advanced a number of remarkable and capable women to leading 
positions. Look at this Congress, at the delegates, and you will 
realise that women have long since advanced from the ranks of 
the backward to the ranks of the forward. The women in the col¬ 
lective farms arc a great force. To keep this force down would 
be criminal. It is our duty to bring the women in the collective 
farms forward and to make use of this great force. 

Of course, not long ago, the Soviet government had a slight 
misunderstanding with the women collective farmers. That was 
over the cow. But now this business about the cow has been 
settled, and the misunderstanding has been removed. We have 
reached the position where the majority of the collective farm 
households have a cow each. Another year or two will pass and 
there will not be a single collective farmer who will not have his 
own cow. We Bolsheviks will sec to it that every one of our col¬ 
lective farmers has a cow. 

As for the women collective farmers themselves, they must 
remember the power and significance of the collective farms for 
women; they must remember that only in the collective farm do 
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they have the opportunity of becoming equal with men. Without 
collective farms—inequality; in collective farms—equal rights. Let 
our comrades, the women collective farmers, remember this and let 
them cherish the collective farm system as the apple of their eye. 

(Stalin, Speech at Joint All-Union Conference of 
Collective Farm Shocf{^ Workers, 1933.) 

5. WOMET^ IN THE PATRIOTIC WAR 

Invaluable services in the cause of defence of the Motherland have 
been rendered by Soviet women, who work self-sacrificingly in the 
interests of the front, courageously bear all wartime hardships and 
inspire to fighting exploits the soldiers of the Red Army—the 
lil^rators of our Motherland. 

The Patriotic War has shown that the Soviet people is capal)Ie 
of performing miracles and emerging victorious from the hardest 
trials. The workers, collective farmers, Soviet intellectuals, the 
whole Soviet people, are filled with determination to hasten the 
defeat of the enemy, to restore completely the economy ruined by 
the fascists, to make our country still stronger and more prosperous. 

(Stalin, Order of the Day No, 70, May i, 194^.) 
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LENIN ON THE WOMEN'S QUESTION 


By Clara Zetkin 

Comrade Lenin frequently spoke to me about the women’s ques¬ 
tion. Social equality for women was, of course, a principle needing 
no discussion for communists. It was in Lenin’s large study in 
the Kremlin in the autumn of 1920 that we had our first long 
conversation on the subject. 

“We must create a powerful international women’s movement, 
on a clear theoretical basis”, Lenin began. ”Thcrc ii no good 
practice without Marxist theory, that is clear. The greatest clarity 
of principle is necessary for us communists in this question. There 
must be a sharp distinction between ourselves and all other Parties. 
Unfortunately, our Second World Congress did not deal with this 
question. It was brought forward, but no decision arrived at. The 
matter is still in commission, which should draw up a resolution, 
theses, directions. Up to the present, however, they haven’t got 
very far. You will have to help.” 

I was already acquainted with what Lenin said and expressed 
my astonishment at the state of affairs. I was filled with enthusiasm 
about the work done by Russian women in the revolution and still 
being done by them in its defence and further development. And 
as for the position and activities of women comrades in the Bol¬ 
shevik Party, that seemed to me a model Party. It alone formed 
an international communist women’s movement of useful, trained 
and experienced forces and a historical example. 

MOVEMENT OF WORKING WOMEN 

“That is right, that is all very true and fine”, said Lenin, with 
a quiet smile. “In Petrograd, here in Moscow, in other towns and 
industrial centres the women workers acted splendidly during the 
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revolution. Without them we should not luivc been victorious. Or 
sc:;ircely so. That is my opinion. How brave they were, how 
brave they still are! Think of all the suflering and deprivations 
they bore. And they are carrying on because they want freedom, 
want communism. Yes, our proletarian women are excellent class 
fighters. They deserve admiration and love. Besides, you must 
remember that even the ladies of the ‘constitutional democracy* 
in Petrograd proved more courageous against us than did the 
Junkers. That is true. We have in the Party reliable, capable and 
untiringly active women comrades. We can assign them to many 
important posts in the Soviet and Executive Committees, in the 
People’s Commissariats and public services of every kind. Many 
of them work day and night in the Party or among the masses 
of the proletariat, the peasants, the Red Army. That is of very 
great value to us. It is also important for women all over the 
world. It shows the capacity of women, the great value their work 
has in society. The first proletarian dictatorship is a real pioneer 
in establishing social equality for women. It is clearing away more 
prejudices than could volumes of feminist literature. But even 
with all that we still have no international communist women’s 
movement, and that we must have. Wc must start at once to 
create it. Without that the work of our International and of its 
Parties is not complete work, can never be complete. But our work 
for the revolution must I>e complete. Tel) me how communist 
work is going on abroad.” 

Lenin listened attentively, his body inclined forward slightly, 
following, without a trace of boredom, impatience or weariness, 
even incidental matters. 

“Not bad, not at all bad”, said Lenin. “The energy, willingness 
and enthusiasm of women comrades, their courage and wisdom in 
times of illegality or semi-legality indicate g(X)d prospects for the 
development of our work. They are valuable factors in extending 
the Party and increasing its strength, in winning the masses and 
carrying on our activities. But what about the training and clarity 
of principle of these men and women comrades? It is of funda¬ 
mental importance for work among the masses. It is of great 
influence on what closely concerns the masses, how they can be 
won, how made enthusiastic. I forget for the moment who said: 
‘One must be enthusiastic to accomplish great things.’ Wc and 
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the (oilers of the whole world have really great things to accom¬ 
plish. So what makes your comrades, the proletarian women of 
Germany, enthusiastic? What about their proletarian class- 
consciousness; are their interests, their activities concentrated on 
immediate political demands? What is the mainspring of their 
ideas? 

“I have heard some peculiar things on this matter from Russian 
and German comrades. I must tell you. I was told that a talented 
woman communist in Hamburg is publishing a paper for prosti¬ 
tutes and that she wants to organise them for the revolutionary 
light. Rosa acted and Iclt as a communist when in an article 
she championed the cause of the prostitutes who were imprisoned 
for any transgression of police regulations in carrying on their 
dreary trade. They arc, unfortunately, doubly sacrificed by 
bourgeois society. First, by its accursed property system, and, 
secondly, by its accursed moral hypocrisy. That is obvious. Only 
he who is brutal or short-sighted can forget it. But still, that is not 
at all the same thing as considering prostitutes—how shall I put it? 
—to be a special revolutionary militant section, as organising them 
and publishing a factory paper for them. Aren’t there really anv 
other working women in (icrmany to organise, for whom a paper 
can be issued, who must l>e drawn into your struggles? The other 
is only a diseased excrescence. It reminds me of the literary fashion 
of painting every prostitute as a sweet Madonna. The origin of 
that was healthy, too: social sympathy, rebellion against the 
virtuou.s hypocrisy of the respectable Ixjurgeois. But the healthy 
part became corrupted and degenerate. 

“Besides, the question of prostitutes will give rise to many serious 
problems here. Take tliem back to productive work, bring them 
into the social economy. That is what we must do. But it is 
difficult and a complicated task to carry out in the present con¬ 
ditions of our economic life and in all the prevailing circumstances. 
There you have one aspect of the women’s problem which, after 
the seizure of power by the proletariat, looms large Ixforc us and 
demands a practical solution. It will give us a great deal of work 
here in Soviet Russia. But to go back to your position in Germany. 
The Party must not in any circumstances calmly stand by and 
watch such mischievous conduct on the part of its members. It 
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creates confusion and divides the forces. And you yourself, what 
have you done against it?'* 

SEX AND MARRIAGE 

Before I could answer, Lenin continued: “Your list of sins, 
Clara, is still longer. I was told that questions of sex and marriage 
are the main subjects dealt with in the reading and discussion even* 
ings of women comrades. They arc the chief subject of interest, 
of political instruction and education. I could scarcely believe my 
cars when I heard it. The first country of proletarian dictatorship 
surrounded by the counter-revolutionaries of the whole world, the 
situation in Germany itself requires the greatest possible concentra¬ 
tion of all proletarian, revolutionary forces to defeat the ever¬ 
growing and ever-increasing counter-revolution. But working 
women comrades discuss sexual problems and the question of 
forms of marriage in the past, present and future. They think it 
their most important duty to enlighten proletarian women on these 
subjects. The most widely read brochure is, I believe, the 
pamphlet of a young Viennese woman comrade on the sexual 
problem. What a waste! What truth there is in it the workers 
have already read in Bebel, long ago. Only not so boringly, not so 
heavily written as in the pamphlet, but written strongly, bitterly, 
aggressively, against bourgeois society. 

“The extension of Freudian hypotheses seems ‘educated*, even 
scientific, but it is ignorant, bungling. Freudian theory is the 
modern fashion. I mistrust the sexual theories of the articles, dis¬ 
sertations, pamphlets, etc., in short, of that particular kind of 
literature which flourishes luxuriantly in the dirty soil of bourgeois 
society. I mistrust those who arc always contemplating the several 
questions, like the Indian saint his navel. It seems to me that 
these flourishing sexual theories which arc mainly hypothetical, and 
often quite arbitrary hypotheses, arise from the personal need to 
justify personal abnormality or hypertrophy in sexual life before 
bourgeois morality, and to entreat its patience. This masked respect 
for bourgeois morality seems to me just as repulsive as poking 
about in sexual matters. However wild and revolutionary the 
behaviour may be, it is still really quite bourgeois. It is, mainly, 
a hobby of the intellectuals and of the sections nearest them. There 
is no place for it in the Party, in the class-conscious, fighting 
proletariat.** 
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I interrupted here, saying that the questions of sex and marriage, 
in a bourgeois society of private property, involve many problems, 
conflicts and much suffering for women of all social classes and 
ranks. The war and its consequences had greatly accentuated 
the conflicts and sufferings of women in sexual matters, had 
brought to light problems which were formerly hidden from them. 
To that were added the effects of the revolution. The old world 
of feeling and thought had begun to totter. Old social ties are 
entangling and breaking, there are the tendencies towards new 
ideological relationships between man and woman. The interest 
shown in these questions is an expression of the need for enlightcm 
ment and reorientation. It also indicates a reaction against the 
falseness and hypocrisy of bourgeois society. Forms of marriage and 
of the family, in their historical development and dependence upon 
economic life, are calculated to destroy the superstition existing 
in the minds of working women concerning the eternal character 
of bourgeois society. A critical, historical attitude to those problems 
must lead to a ruthless examination of bourgeois society, to a dis 
closure of its real nature and effects, including condemnation of its 
sexual morality and falseness. All roads lead to Rome. And every 
real Marxist analysis of any important section of the ideological 
superstructure of society, of a predominating social phenomenon, 
must lead to an analysis of lx)urgeois society and of its property 
basis, must end in the realisation, “this must be destroyed**. 

Lenin nodded laughingly. “There we 1 ave it! You are defend- 
ing counsel for your women comrades and your Party. Of course, 
what you say is right. But it only excuses the mistakes made in 
Germany; it docs not justify them. They are, and remain, 
mistakes. Can you really seriously assure me that the questions of 
sex and marriage were discussed from the standpoint of a mature, 
living, historical materialism.^ Deep and many-sided knowledge 
is necessary for that, the clearest Marxist mastery of a great amount 
of material. Where can you get the forces for that now ? If they 
existed, then pamphlets like the one I mentioned would not be used 
as material for study in the reading and discussion circles. They 
arc distributed and recommended, instead of being criticised. And 
what is the result of this futile, un-Marxist dealing with the ques¬ 
tion.^ That questions of sex and marriage arc understood not as 
part of the large social questionNo, worse! The great social 
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question appears as an adjunct, a part, of sexual problems. The 
main thing becomes a subsidiary matter. 'I'hat not only 
endangers clarity on that question itself, it muddles the thoughts, 
the class-consciousness of proletarian women generally. 

“Last and not least. Even the wise Solomon said that everything 
has its time. I ask you: Is now the time to amuse proletarian 
women with discussions on how one loves and is loved, how one 
marries and is married? Of course, in the past, present and future, 
and among different nations—what is proudly called historical 
materialism! Now all the thoughts of women comrades, of the 
women of the working people, must l:>c directed towards the pro¬ 
letarian revolution. It creates the basis for a real renovation in 
marriage and sexual relations. At the moment other problems arc 
more urgent than the marriage forms of Maoris or incest in olden 
times. The question of Soviets is still on the agenda for the 
German proletariat. The Versailles Treaty and its effect on the 
life of the working woman—unemployment, falling wages, taxes, 
and a great deal more. In short, I maintain that this kind of 
political, social education for proletarian women is false, quite, 
quite false. How could you be silent about it? You must use 
your authority against it.’* 

SEXUAL MORALITY 

I have not failed to criticise and remonstrate with leading women 
comrades in the separate districts, I told him. By my criticism I 
had laid myself open to the charge of “strong survivals of social 
democratic ideology and old-fashioned philistinism”. 

“I know, I know”, he said. “I have also been accused by many 
people of philistinism in this matter, although that is repulsive to 
me. There is so much hypocrisy and narrow-mindedness in it. 
Well, I’m bearing it calmly! The little yellow-beaked birds who 
have just broken from the egg of bourgeois ideas are always fright¬ 
fully clever. We shall have to let that go. The youth movement, 
too, is attacked with the disease of modernity in its atdtude towards 
sexual questons and in being exaggeratedly concerned with them.” 
Lenin gave an ironic emphasis to the word modernity and grimaced 
as he did so. “I have been told that sexual questions arc the 
favourite study of your youth organisations, too. There is sup¬ 
posed to be a lack of sufficient speakers on the subject. Such mis- 
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conceptions arc particularly harmful, particularly dangerous in the 
youth movement. They can very easily contribute towards over' 
excitement and exaggeration in the sexual life of some of them, to 
a waste of youthful health and strength. You must fight against 
tliat, too. There are not a few points of contact between the 
women’s and youth movements. Our women comrades must work 
together systematically with the youth. That is a continuation, an 
extension and exaluition of motherliness from the individual to 
the social sphere. And all the awakening social life and activity of 
women must be encouraged, so that they can discard the limita- 
tions of their philistine individualist home and family psychology. 
But we’ll come to that later. 

“With us, too, a large part of the youth is keen on ‘revising 
bourgeois conceptions and morality* concerning sexual questions. 
And, I must add, a large part of our best, our most promising 
young people. What you said before is true. In the conditions 
created by the war and the revolution the old ideological values 
disappeared or lost their binding force. The new values arc 
crystallising slowly, in struggle. In relations between man and 
man, between man and woman, feelings and thoughts aie becoming 
revolutionised. New lx)imdarics are being set up between the 
rights of the individual and the rights of the whole, in the 
duties of individuals. The matter is still in a complete chaotic 
ferment. The direction, the forces of development in the various 
contradictory tendencies arc not yet clearly defined. It is a slow 
and often a very painful process of decay and growth. And par¬ 
ticularly in the sphere of sexual relationships, of marriage and the 
family. The decay, the corruption, the filth of bourgeois marriage, 
with its difficult divorce, its freedom for the man, its enslavement 
for the woman, the repulsive hypocrisy of sexual morality and 
relations fill the most active minded and best people with deep 
disgust. 

“The constraint of bourgeois marriage and the family laws of 
bourgeois states accentuate these evils and conflicts. It is the force 
of ‘holy property’. It sanctifies venality, degradation, filth. And 
the conventional hypocrisy of honest bourgeois society docs the rest. 
People arc beginning to protest against the prevailing rottenness 
and falseness, and the feelings of an individual change rapidly. 
The desire and urge to enjoyment easily attain unbridled force at 
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a time when powerful empires arc tottering, old forms of rule 
breaking down, when a whole social world is beginning to dis¬ 
appear. Sex and marriage forms, in their bourgeois sense, arc 
unsatisfactory. A revolution in sex and marriage is approaching, 
corresponding to the proletarian revolution. It is easily compre¬ 
hensible that the very involved complex of problems brought into 
existence should occupy the mind of the youth, as well as of women. 
They suffer particularly under present-day sexual grievances. They 
are rebelling with all the impetuosity of their years. We can under¬ 
stand that. Nothing could be more false than to preach monkish 
asceticism and the sanctity of dirty bourgeois morality to the youth. 
It is particularly serious if sex becomes the main mental concern 
during those years when it is physically most obvious. What fatal 
effects that has! 

“The changed attitude of the young people to questions of sexual 
life is of course based on a ‘principle’ and a theory. Many of them 
call their attitude ‘revolutionary’ and ‘communist’. And they 
honestly believe that it is so. That does not impress us old people. 
Although I am nothing but a gloomy ascetic, the so-called ‘new 
sexual life’ of the youth—and sometimes of the old—often seems 
to me to be purely bourgeois, an extension of bourgeois brothels. 
That has nothing whatever in common with freedom of love as 
we communists understand it. You must be aware of the famous 
theory that in communist society the satisfaction of sexual desires, 
of love, will be as simple and unimportant as drinking a glass of 
water. This glass of water theory has made our young people 
mad, quite mad. It has proved fatal to many young boys and 
girls. Its adherents maintain that it is Marxist. But thanks for 
such Marxism which directly and immediately attributes all 
phenomena and changes in the ideological superstructure of society 
to its economic basis! Matters aren’t quite as simple as that. 
A certain Frederick Engels pointed that out a long time ago with 
regard to historical materialism. 

“I think this glass of water theory is completely un-Marxist, and, 
moreover, anti-social. In sexual life there is not only simple nature 
to be considered, but also cultural characteristics, whether they arc 
of a high or low order. In his Origin of the Family Engels showed 
how significant is the development and refinement of ^c general 
sex urge into individual sex love. The relations of the sexes to 
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each other arc not simply an expression of the play of forces be- 
tween the economics of society and a physical need, isolated in 
thought, by study, from the physiological aspect. It is rationalism, 
and not Marxism, to want to trace changes in these relations 
directly, and dissociated from their connections with ideology as 
a whole, to the economic foundations of society. Of course, thirst 
must be satisfied. But will the normal person in normal circum¬ 
stances lie down in the gutter and drink out of a puddle, or out 
of a glass with a rim greasy from many lips ? But the social aspect 
is most important of all. Drinking water is, of course, an in¬ 
dividual affair. But in love two lives are concerned, and a third, 
a new life, arises. It is that which gives it its social interest, which 
gives rise to a duty towards the community. 

“As a communist I have not the least sympathy for the glass of 
water theory, although it bears the fine title ‘satisfaction of love’. 
In any case, this lil3eration of love is neither new, nor communist. 
You will remember that about the middle of the last century it was 
preached as the ‘emancipation of the heart’ in romantic literature. 
In bourgeois practice it became the emancipation of the flesh. At 
that time the preaching was more talented than it is today, and as 
for the practice, I cannot judge. I don’t mean to preach asceticism 
by my criticism. Not in the least. Communism will not bring 
asceticism, but joy of life, power of life, and a satisfied love life 
will help to do that. But in my opinion the present widespread 
hypertrophy in sexual matters does not give joy and force to life, 
but takes it away. In the age of revolution that is bad, very bad. 

“Young people, particularly, need the joy and force of life. 
Healthy sport, swimming, racing, walking, bodily exercises of every 
kind, and many-sided intellectual interests. Learning, studying, 
inquiry, as far as possible in common. That will give young people 
more than eternal theories and discussions about sexual problems 
and the so-called ‘living to the full’. Healthy bodies, healthy 
minds I Neither monk nor Don Juan, nor the intermediate attitude 

of the German philistines. You know, young comrade-? 

splendid boy, and highly talented. And yet I fear that nothing 
good will come out of him. He reels and staggers from one love 
affair to the next. That won’t do for the political struggle, for 
the revolution. And I wouldn’t bet on the reliability, the 
endurance in struggle of those women who confuse their personal 


97 



WOMEN AND C O M U N I S M 

romances with politics. Nor on the men who run after every 
petticoat and get entrapped by every young woman. No, no! 
that docs not square with the revolution. 

“The revolution demands concentration, increase of forces. 
From the masses, from individuals. It cannot tolerate orgiastic 
conditions, such as are normal for the decadent heroes and heroines 
of D’Annunzio. Dissoluteness in sexual life is bourgeois, is a 
phenomenon of decay. The proletariat is a rising class. It doesn’t 
need intoxication as a narcotic or a stimulus. Intoxication as little 
by sexual exaggeration as by alcohol. It must not and shall not 
forget, forget the shame, the filth, the savagery of capitalism. It 
receives the strongest urge to fight from a class situation, from the 
communist ideal. It needs clarity, clarity and again clarity. And 
so I repeat, no weakening, no waste, no destruction of forces. Self- 
control, self-discipline is not slavery, not even in love. But forgive 
me, Clara, I have wandered far from the starting point of our 
conversation. Why didn’t you call me to order? My tongue has 
run away with me. I am deeply concerned about the future of 
our youth. It is a part of the revolution. And if harmful 
tendencies arc appearing, creeping over from bourgeois society into 
the world of revolution—as the roots of many weeds spread—it is 
better to combat them early. Such questions arc part of the women 
question.*’ 

PRINCIPLES OF ORGANISATION 

Lenin glanced at the clock. “Half of the time I had set aside 
for you has already gone’’, he said. “I have been chattering. You 
will draw up proposals for communist work among women. Fire 
away. What sort of proposals have you in mind?” 

I gave a concise account of them. Lenin nodded repeatedly in 
agreement without interrupting me. When I had finished, I looked 
at him qucstioningly. 

“Agreed”, said he. “I only want to dwell on a few main points, 
in which I fully share your attitude. They seem to me to be 
important for our current agitation and propaganda work, if that 
work is to lead to action and successful struggles. 

“The thesis must clearly point out that real freedom for women 
is possible only through communism. The inseparable connee* 
don between the social and human position of the woman, and 
private property in the means of production, must be strongly 
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brought out. That will draw a dear and ineradicable line of 
distinction between our policy and feminism. And it will also 
supply the basis for regarding the woman question as a part of 
the social question, of the workers’ problem, and so bind it firmly 
to the proletarian class struggle and the revoliuion. The com¬ 
munist women’s movement must itself be a mass movement, a part 
of the general mass movement. Not only of the proletariat, but of 
all the exploited and oppressed, all the victims of capitalism or any 
other mastery. In that lies its significance for the class struggles of 
the proletariat and for its historical creation—communist society. 
We can rightly be proud of the fact that in the Party, in the Com¬ 
munist International, we have the flower of revolutionary woman¬ 
kind. But that is not enough. We must win over to our side the 
millions of working women in the towns and villages. Win them 
for our struggles and in particular for the communist transforma¬ 
tion of society. There can be no real mass movement without 
women. 

“Our ideological conceptions give rise to principles of organisa¬ 
tion. No special organisations for women. A woman communist 
is a member of the Party just as a man communist, with equal 
rights and duties. There can be no difference of opinion on that 
score. Nevertheless, we must not close our eyes to the fact that 
the Party must have bodies, working groups, commissions, com¬ 
mittees, bureaus or whatever you like, whose particular duty it is 
to arouse the masses of women workers, to bring them into con¬ 
tact with the Party, and to keep them under its influence. That, 
of course, involves systematic work among them. We must train 
those whom we arouse and win, and equip them for the proletarian 
class struggle under the leadership of Communist Party. I 
am thinking not only of proletarian women, whether they work 
in the factory or at home. The poor peasant women, the petty 
lx>urgeois—they, too, are the prey of capitalism, and more .so than 
ever since the war. The unpolitical, unsocial, backward psycho¬ 
logy of these women, their isolated sphere of activity, the entire 
manner of their life—these arc facts. It would be absurd to over¬ 
look them, absolutely absurd. We need appropriate bodies to carry 
on work amongst them, special methods of agitation and forms of 
organisation. That is not feminism, that is practical, revolutionary 
expediency.” 
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I told Lenin that his words encouraged me greatly. Many conv 
fades, and good comrades at that, strongly combated the idea that 
the Party should have special bodies for systematic work among 
women. 

"Lhat is neither new nor prcK>f”, said Lenin. “You must not be 
misled by that. Why have we never had as many women as men 
in the Party—not at any time in Soviet Russia? Why is the 
number of women workers organised in trade unions so small? 
Facts give food for thought. The rejection of the necessity for 
separate bodies for our work among the women masses is a con¬ 
ception allied to those of our highly principled and most radical 
friends of the Communist Labour Party. According to them there 
must be only one form of organisation, workers’ unions. I know 
them. Many revolutionary but confused minds appeal to principle 
^whenever ideas are lacking*. That is, when the mind is closed to 
the sober facts, which must be considered. How do such guardians 
of ‘pure principle’ square their ideas with the necessities of the 
revolutionary policy historically forced upon us? All that sort of 
talk breaks down before inexorable necessity. Unless millions of 
women are with us we cannot exercise the proletarian dictatorship, 
cannot construct on communist lines. We must find our way to 
them, we must study and try to find that way. 

IMMEDIATE DEMANDS 

‘‘That is why it is right for us to put forward demands favour¬ 
able to women. That is not a minimum, a reform programme in 
the sense of the Social Democrats, of the Second International. It 
is not a recognition that we believe in the eternal character, or even 
in the long duration of the rule of the bourgeoisie and their state. 
It is not an attempt to appease women by reforms and to divert 
them from the path of revolutionary struggle. It is not that nor 
any other reformist swindle. Our demands are practical con¬ 
clusions which we have drawn from the burning needs, the shame¬ 
ful humiliation of women, in bourgeois society, defenceless and 
without rights. We demonstrate thereby that we recognise these 
needs, and are sensible of the humiliation of the woman, the 
privileges of the man. That we hate, yes, hate everything, and 
will abolish everything which tortures and oppresses the woman 
worker, the housewife, the peasant woman, the wife of the petty 
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tnidcr, yes, and in many eases the women of the possessing classes. 
The rights and serial regulations which we demand for women 
from bourgeois society show that we understand the position and 
interests of women, and will have consideration for them under 
the proletarian dictatorship. Not of course, as the reformists do, 
lulling them to inaction and keeping them in leading strings. No, 
of course not; but as revolutionaries who call upon the women to 
work as equals in transforming the old economy and ideology.** 

I assured Lenin that 1 shared his views, but that they would 
certainly meet with resistance. Nor could it be denied that our 
immediate demands for women could be wrongly drawn up and 
expressed. 

“Nonsense!** said Lenin, almost had tcmpcrcdly. “Thar danger 
is present in everything that we do and say. If we were to be 
deterred by fear of that from doing what is correct and necessary, 
we might as well become Indian Stylites. Don’t move, don’t 
move, we can contemplate our principles from a high pillar! Of 
course, wc are concerned not only with the contents of our demands, 
but with the manner in which wc present them. I thought I had 
made that clear enough. Of course wc shan’t put forward our 
demands for women as though wc were mechanically counting 
our beads. No, according to the prevailing circumstances, we must 
fight now for this, now for that. And, of course, always in connec¬ 
tion with the general interests of the proletariat. 

“Every such struggle brings us in opposition to respectable 
bourgeois relationships, and to their not less respectable reformist 
admirers whom k compels, either to fight together with us under 
our leadership—which they don’t want to do—or to be shown up 
in their true colours. That is, the struggle clearly brings out the 
differences between us and other Parties, brings out our com¬ 
munism. It wins us the confidence of the masses of women who 
feel themselves exploited, enslaved, suppressed, by the domination 
of the man, by the power of the employer, by the whole of 
bourgeois society. Betrayed and deserted by all, the working 
women will recognise that they must fight together with us. 

“Must I again swear to you, or let you swear, that the struggles 
for our demands for women must be bound up with the object 
of seizing power, of establishing the proletarian dictatorship? That 
is our Alpha and Omega at the present time. That is clear, quite 
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clear. But the women of the working people will not feel irresistibly 
driven into sharing our struggles for the state power if we only 
and always put forward that one demand, though it were with the 
trumpets of Jericho. No, no! The women must be made con¬ 
scious of the political connection l)ctween our demands and their 
own suffering, needs, and wishes. They must realise what the 
proletarian dictatorship means for them: complete equality with 
man in law and practice, in the family, in the state, in society; 
an end to the power of the bourgeoisie.*’ 

“Soviet Russia shows that'’, 1 interrupted. 

“That will be the great example in our teaching”, Lenin con¬ 
tinued. “Soviet Russia puts our demands for women in a new 
light. Under the proletarian dictatorship those demands are not 
objects of struggle between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. 
They are part of the structure of communist society. That indicates 
to women in other countries the decisive importance of the winning 
of power by the proletariat. The difference must be sharply 
emphasised, so as to get the women into the revolutionary class 
struggle of the proleuriat. It is essential for the Communist 
Parties, and for their triumph, to rally them on a clear under¬ 
standing of principle and a firm organisational basis. But don’t let 
us deceive ourselves. Our national sections still lack a correct under¬ 
standing of this matter. They arc standing idly by while there is 
this task of creating a mass movement of working women under 
communist leadership. They don’t understand that the develop 
ment and management of such a mass movement is an important 
part of entire Party activity, indeed, a half of general Party work. 
Their occasional recognition of the necessity and value of a power¬ 
ful, clear-headed communist women’s movement is a platonic 
verbal recognition, not the constant care and obligation of the 
Party. 

WHAT ABOUT THE MEN? 

“Agitation and propaganda work among women, their awaken¬ 
ing and revolutionisation, is regarded as an incidental matter, as an 
affair which only concerns women comrades. They alone arc 
reproached because work in that direction docs not proceed more 
quickly and more vigorously. That is wrong, quite wrong! Real 
separatism and as the French say, feminism i la rebours, feminism 
upside down! What is at the basis of the incorrect attitude of 


102 



APPENDIX 


our national sections? In the final analysis it is nothing but an 
under-estimation of woman and her work. Yes, indeed! Un¬ 
fortunately it is still true to say of many of our comrades, ‘scratch 
a communist and iind a philistine’. Of course, you must scratch 
the sensitive spot, their mentality as regards women. Could there 
be a more damning proof of this than the calm acquiescence of 
men who sec how women grow worn out in petty, monotonous 
household work, their strength and time dissipated and wasted, 
their minds growing narrow and stale, their hearts beating slowly, 
their will weakened? Of course, I am not speaking of the ladies 
of the bourgeoisie who shove on to servants the responsibility for 
all household work, including the care of children. What I am 
saying applies to the overwhelming majority of women, to the 
wives of workers and to those who stand all day in a factory. 

“So few men—even among the proletariat—realise how much 
effort and trouble they could save women, even quite do away with, 
if they were to lend a hand in ‘women’s work’. But no, that 
is contrary to the ‘rights and dignity of a man’. They want their 
peace and comfort. The home life of the woman is a daily sacrifice 
to a thousand unimportant trivialities. The old master right of 
the man still lives in secret. His slave takes her revenge, also 
secretly. The backwardness of women, their lack of understanding 
for the revolutionary ideals of the man decrease his joy and deter¬ 
mination in fighting. They arc like little worms which, unseen, 
slowly but surely, rot and corrode. I know the life of the worker, 
and not only from books. Our comn unist w'ork among the 
women, our political work, embraces a great deal of educational 
work among men. We must root out the old ‘master’ idea to its 
last and smallest root, in the Party and among the masses. That 
is one of our political tasks, jibst as is the urgently necessary task 
of forming a staff of men and women comrades, well trained in 
theory and practice, to carry on Party activity among working 
women.’* 


MILLIONS BUILDING NEW LIFE 

To my question about the conditions in Soviet Russia on this 
point, Lenin replied: 

“The Government of the proletarian dictatorship, together with 
the Communist Party and trade unions, is of course leaving no 
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and we shall develop it further. With all our energy, you may 
believe that. For every day of the existence of the Soviet State 
proves more clearly that wc cannot go forward without the 
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